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Letters to an Anti-Mormon
James White's book Letters to a Mormon Elder is clearly regarded (at least by Mr. White and his ministry) as a major "w itnessing" tool for confronting Latter-day Saints. "Readin g this
book may prove to be one of the most important events in yo ur
life" goes the blurb on his Internet site. Thus it is appropriate to
see what responses it has garnered. Until now, L. Ara Norwood's
review in the FARMS Review of Books on the Book of Mormon
has been the only substantive response given to thi s work. In that
review, Norwood says, " It would have been much more interesting
and balanced had the letters been writte n between Mr. White and
an actual member of the Latter-day Saint Church with the pro per
background, but then that would change the enti re outcome of the
book."1 Taking thi s as a challenge, I dec ided to write a series o f
responses to Mr. White's letters.
In some respects, my responses will su ffer the same problems
as the letters in the book. This is still not a real dialogue, since
White's second and subsequent letters do not reply to my letters,
but to imaginary (and rather weak) letters. The best way I can fi nd
to get around thi s is simpl y to respond to each letter will/ollt regard to what White will say next. In thi s way, he still has the initiative, but to do anything else wou ld be dishonest. With the entire
series in fro nt of me, it would be trivially easy to word my letters
in such a way that White's "rep li es" can be made to look bolh
L. Am Norwood, review of Lellers 10 {/ Mormon Elder. by James R.
While. Rel·je w of 800ks Qn Ihe 800k of Mormon 5 (1993): 3 17- 54.
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related and inadequate, but that would be self-serving and even
manipulative.
The one exception to this policy is the letter written by the
mission president. Since White's letter 18, "The Mission President
Speaks," tends to portray the fictitious mission president as bombastic and cowardly, it see med only fitting to undo this mi sconception. I have known many mission presidents, and none of them
have been anything like that. Thus the letter I have written for him
makes his actions realistic and plausible; it also makes White look
bad. This is not intended to be an actual reflection on White's
character, as the incidents described are fictitious. but it is necessary, because mission presidents do not usually prevent missionaries from talking to people just because those people have antiMormon ideas.
The letters in White's book, as well as attacking the church,
develop a story line in which the missionary becomes increasingly
befuddled and eventually seems to cave in. However, in his
conclusion. White admits that, "You have no guarantee that if you
say 'all the right things,' and present 'all the right information,'
that the person with whom you are speaking is going to respond
positively" (p. 297). In other words. the book is really making
what is tantamount to a misleading advertisement. Furthermore, it
is unreal. A real missionary wouldn ' t correspond with someone in
his own area; he might correspond only after being transferred
out of the area, but would lose interest once he realized that the
correspondent was not an investigator but an anti-Mormonwhich would be glaringly obvious after the third letter. But responses to just the first three. while realistic, would not be sufficient, so I have gone along with the premise that the missionary
will answer all seventeen of them . However, I feel no obligation to
follow any other part of White'S sc ript.
The most unreal aspect of the story is the clandestine meeting
to which White invites the missionary at the end of letter 9, and
then alludes to in letter 10 and after. A real missionary would not
"ditch" his companion to meet someone in a park. This rendezvous has some rather nasty (and I hope unintended) undertones
that I have not canvassed, preferring only to refer to its flagrant
opposition to mission rules. But it is the key to White's picture of
the missionary giving in; up to that point the missionary, although
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losing the argument, is going down fighting; aft erward , he is s ud ~
denl y accepting everythi ng White says. And because White does
nOI give us the minutes of that meet ing, he leaves hi s hopeful
evangelical audience out on a limb. White must have had some
reall y powerful arguments in that meeti ng-but he is 100 modest
to reveal them to hi s audience. Dh. well .
It is wonh nOling that in selecting a missionary as hi s target.
White leaves nothing to c hance. LDS miss ionaries are reasonably
young-j ust the right age group, in fact, fo r the kind of "cult recruitme nt" thai White proposes. They are called inlo the fie ld to
perfo rm a very specific role. They take with Ihem very limited
reading materials; Ihey have a grueling schedule to follow and a
fairly rigorous personal study program. They cou ldn 't divert
themselves to the kind of researc h needed to answer White's
claims even if they wanted to, and they wou ldn't have the neces·
sary resources even if they did manage to make the time. It is not
surprisi ng that some people wou ld see them as easy targets; what
is surpri sing is that so very few, if any, are ever successfull y
recruited.
Apart from answering all of White's letters, I have not fol·
lowed his story line at all . I could have turned it around and had
him making a commitment to baptism, but that would be just as
sill y as White's own script. I have decided to make Elder Hahn a
good missionary who follows the rules, does the work, keeps his
leaders informed, and answers White's letters according to hi s own
timetable and priorities, and not White's. I have also provided him
with a brother, an aunt, and an uncle who have access to the sorts
of material that are necessary to answer some of White's material.
The role of "Uncle Larry" was filled by Kerry A. Sh irts, a Lauerday Saint who is active in apologetics, both on the Internet and in
print.
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Letter 1: What Is a Testimony?
Dear Mr. White,
Thank you for your letter.
You seem to be under the impression that my testimony consists only of subjective feelings. Please let me clarify this point.
When I bear my testimony to you, I am not speaking only of my
feelings, but I am telling you something that I know with certainty.
You wrote, "We both know people who are honest, kind, and
moral, but who teach falsehood about Jesus Christ and His gospel.
For example, we both have encountered Jehovah's Witnesses as
they go door-to-door preaching their version of the truth"
(p. 16). I'm not sure that I would agree that the Jehovah's Witnesses are teaching "falsehood"; certainly I would agree that they
are mistaken in some points, but that is not the same thing. But
yes, I certainly do agree that they are sincere and fully genuine in
their belief, as I am sure you are. I don't actually regard you (or
them) as being "in error"; on the contrary, I believe that your
understanding of the gospel includes a great deal of truth. As I
understand it, your beliefs are based on the Bible. Ours are also
based on the Bible, as well as additional truth that has been revealed from heaven. You have correctly pointed out that truth is
absolute and not relative. But only God knows things as they
really are. We mortals can only see "through a glass, darkly"
(I Corinthians 13:12); our perception of truth is always incomplete, and hence imperfect. This means that many limes when we
presume to correct one another's "errors" we are committing
errors just as great ourselves. Our Savior said it best: "And why
beholdest thou the mote that is in thy brother's eye, but considcrest not the beam that is in thine own eye?" (Matthew 7:3).
Therefore I am always hesitant to say that you or anyone else is
wrong; all I will say is that there is still more truth for you to find.
You tell me that you also have a testimony, "and [your] testimony is in direct conflict with [mine)" (p. 17). I ask you this:
have you personally prayed and asked God to know whether the
Book of Mormon is his word? For that is the foundation of my
testimony; I asked, he answered, and no matter what else happens.
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I can never deny this. It is as real and as sure to me as if he had
appeared and told me to my face.
I would also like to know what you mean when you say " th e
Spirit has testified" to you (p. 17). Thi s is not because I do ubt
your sincerity. but becau se I wish to know whether we are talk ing
about the same thing. Do you actually mean that you have personall y received revelation from your Father in Heaven, by th e
power of the Holy Ghost?
Or do you mean what many. or most, evangelical Protestant s
have meant by similar state ments-namely, that you have fo rmed
a concl usion from your reading of the Bible and you give that
conclu sion the status of a revelation?
I agree quite enthusiastically with your point about not trusting our own hearts. I have on many occas ions rationalized wrong
things to myself; I have very strongly desired things that were not
right for me to have. On one occasion I even prayed for co nfirmation of one of these th ings; it was someth ing th at I bad ly
wanted. (I didn't get an answer on that occasion, although I
wanted the thing every bit as badl y afterwards. It did n' t turn out
the way I wanted it 10, either.) But when [ received the witness
from the Holy Ghost that the Book of Mormon is true, it Wa<i
something e ntirely diffe rent than want ing or rationali zing, or anything else.
There is an analogy that we sometimes use: if you met someone who had ne ver tasted salt, could you describe its taste to him
or he r? In just the same way, I can' t describe my experience of
receiv ing a testimony. I can only talk about it in terms of fee lings
because that is the nearest th ing that people can relate to. But it is
certainl y much, much more than thaI.
You said that, "The re is somet hing which is unchangi ng, unlike our fee lings. The re is someth ing that tells us the truth at all
times, again , un like our fee lings. T hat something is the Word of
God" (p. 17). I foll ow what you are saying about the Word o f
God being pu re, respected , and unch angi ng (see pp. 17- 18).
Since God has gone to the trouble of revea ling truth to a long line
of prophets, it certainly behooves us to make good use of hi s recorded word . But to start from the assumption that the Word of
God exactl y equals the Bible is to guarantee that we are going to
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discover that the Word of God exactl y equals the Bible. Circular
arguments do tend to work that way .
But we may not be too far from a com mon starting point here.
Certainly I accept that both the Bible and the Book of Mormon
are true, and I do not expect truth to contradict truth . But it is nol
sens ibl e to read one volume in iso lation, make up our minds about
iI, and then expect another volume to agree with a Uf new ly
formed interpretations. That would be circular reasoni ng and
wou ld actually make our interpretations, rather than the texts
themselves, our yardstick. Rather, in the case of the Book of
Mormon, it is necessary to read it together with the Bible, and ask
ourselves: "can these two scri ptures be reasonably understood to
be harmonious with eac h other?" If not, then we need to investigate why. But we cannot approach them with a set of assumptions
about which came first; for I believe the Bible because I have a
testimony of the Book of Mormon; it is the Book of Mormon that
testifies to me of the Bible. If I ceased to believe in the Book of
Mormon, I would then have to be converted to the Bible all over
aga in .
So I ask you this: does the Bible have priority over God, or
does God have priority over the Bible? That is the quest ion that we
need to settl e before we can move ahead. If you accept, at least
conceptually, that the God who revealed the scriptures to prophets
anciently could have spoken to other prophets as well and could
choose to speak to prophets today, then we cou ld get somewhere.
But if you start fro m the position that the Bible is all there is and
all there ever could be, then we are not going to come to a meeting of the minds, however much common ground we might otherwise find .
You gave the example of the Berean Saints, who studied the
scriptures daily to learn whether the things the apost les had taught
them were true (see p. 18). 1 have had the pri vilege of meeting
people during my mission who do just that. I have also met those
who, like the Pharisees in Jesus' day, searched in the scriptures to
find somet hing to use against him. The distinction is not in the act
of searc hi ng the scriptures, but in what is being sought, For, as
I am sure you realize, it is quite possible to read the Old Testament on its own and form a very consisten t picture of what God
wants us to do and then read the New Testament and find real
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discrepancies . This has always been a fairly easy exercise for wellread Jews who want to find fault with the Christian gospel, and

there arc so me Christians who apply the same approach to criticizing the Church of Jesu s Christ of Latter-day Saints.
Also, we cannot conclude that the Berean Saints did

nOl

pray

about the apostles' message; nothing is incompatible at atl about
scriplUre study and prayer. In fact. I even venture to suggest thai it
might have been very diffrcull for them to have found the mes-

sage of salvation through Christ to be compat ible with the Old
Testament scriptures wirhout prayerfully pondering the apostles'
message.
Incidentall y. the Jehovah's Witnesses. whom you mentioned
earlier, consider themselves to be carrying on the Berean traditi o n.
They are in dead earnest about this. They arrive at their beliefs in
exactly the same way that you arrive at you r s~by read in g the
Bible. They cling to it as their one and only source of truth. And
although there are many similarities between their doctrine and
yours, you and they regard each other as being in error. What
more eloquent commentary cou ld there be on the need for further
revelation?
I take you r poi nt about the Holy Ghost not being in connict
with the scriptures (see pp. 18-19), but I'm sure you realize that
this must have posed a challenge to first-ce ntury Christians. For
example, God established the coven ant of circumcision with
Abraham (see Genesis 17:10) for an "everlasting cove nant "
(Genesis 17:7, emphasis added). Yet in Acts 15, we find that
covenant being revoked . I'm sure you ca n readil y see that your
"zero co ntradi ct ion" rule might have been a difficult point for
the earliest Saints.
Now I certai nl y believe that this contradiction, and others like
it, can be resolved, but I would ask you thi s: are you willing to accept that the same kinds of resolutions can be applied to contradictions that you perceive between, say, the Book of Mormon and
the Bible? If so, then we can go forward. If not, then you would
seem to be operating a double sta ndard.
Your discussion of James 1:5 is interesting. I can not really respond in kind, because I do not know Greek, but I have this
thought: the fact Ihal wiM/om and know/edge arc different words is
not in itse lf decisive. The Engli sh words are also different, but
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come from roots that are sy nonyms. You po int o ut Ihat "If we a re
wise, we wi ll accept that truth {from the Bible], and will not pray to
God and ask Hi m to repeat what He has already said" (p. 19). But
I can' t fin d in the Bible where God has "already said" a nythin g
at a ll about the Book of Mormon, unless you accept such passages
as Isaiah 29 and Ezekiel 37:15- 20 as prophec ies of its coming
fort h, as I do; so prayi ng and asking him about it wouldn 't be
ask ing hi m to repeat hi mse lf. And 1 can think of few subjects
upon which wisdo m is more earnestl y needed than the choices we
sho uld make regardin g ou r eternal salvation. How can God g rant
wisdom better than to let his c hildre n know which is the wisest
cho ice? O r would you argue that God would n' t--or couldn'ttell us something if it isn't already in the Bible?
And your argument can be just as easily turned aro und. As I
me ntioned, I have a testi mo ny of the truthfulness of the Book of
Mormon. That testimo ny is more than just a fee ling; the Ho ly
Ghost has revealed to me personally that it is true. If praying to
know if the Book of Mormon is true is to "ask Him to repeat what
He has already said," then wouldn ' t it be equally faithless fo r me
to in vestigate a q uestion that God has alread y settled? And in m y
case, the question was not settled indirectly via the Bible, but direc tl y and personally.
Therefore, it seems to me that if you are going to ask me to
put my faith on the line by testing it according to the Bible, yo u
shoul d be equall y will ing to put yours on the line by making the
Book of Mormon a matter of prayer.
But in any event, othe r passages suppo rt the use of prayer. In
Matthew 7:7- 8. the Savior said, " Ask. and it shall be given you;
seek, and ye sha ll fi nd; knock, and it shall be opened unto you:
For every o ne that asketh receiveth ; and he that seeketh find eth ;
and to him th at knocketh it shall be opened."
Now you could argue th at this passage does not talk about
prayer alone; the ad monition to "seek" may well be d irecting us
to the scriptures. Bu t if, as you rightly po int out, prayer without
seek ing w ill not fin d the answers (for fai th without works is dead),
seeking without prayer equa lly wi ll not. For if human hearts a re
untrustwort hy. then human minds are devious and can fin d support in the scriptures for whatever preconceived conclusio ns they
see fi t.
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Just one more thought on the subject of prayer: we read that
when Nebuchadnezzar had a dream, which he could not remem~
ber, he asked his wise men to exp lain it to him. When they could
not, he ordered them put to death. Daniel asked for a stay of execut ion and went back home and with his companions "desired
mercies of the God of heaven concerning this secret," which was
subsequent ly " revealed unto Daniel in a night vision" (Daniel
2: 18. 19), In simple language, riley prayed. They prayed and got
an answer. The Lord revealed knowledge- and very spec ific
knowledge, at thai-to Daniel in answer to his prayer. I believe
that is a good paltcm to follow. I earnest ly recommend it.
Now to other matters. I am a full-time missionary. I have been
called of God, through his prophet, to labor in the Lord 's vineyard; my time is not my own. Also, you live within my mission
area, and so it is not normally acceptable for us to correspond. I
have consulted my miss ion president, and he has given me permission to correspond with you, providing that o ur correspondence
does not take up time when I shou ld be working nor displace my
personal script ure study program. In other words, my correspondence time will only take place on my week ly preparation day.
Therefore, I hope that you will understand that I may not always
be able to reply as quickly as you would like. He also made the
proviso that it mu st not turn into a " Bible bash."
Now I hope that you will give some thought to the points 1
have raised herein. Please let me know whether you can accept
that God does have priority over the Bible, and that he can also
answer prayers and reveal truth to you now. I testify to you that he
can and will , if you ask in faith.
May the Lord bless you in your search for truth .
Elder Hahn
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Letter 2: As Far as It Is Translated Correctly
Dear Mr. White,
1 was really surprised to read your stalement that, "The vast
majority of LOS, in my ex perie nce, harbor some doubts concerning the accuracy of Ihe Bible, some going so far as to reject
the Bible, for all inte nts and purposes, as a book that can be
trusted" (p. 21). Thai, if I may say so, is quite different from my
experience. My companion and 1 study the Bible daily. We teach
from it with confidence. In common with the overwhelming majority of Latter-day Saint youth from active families, I attended
four years of seminary classes; Iwo years of the four were devoted
to the Bible. This is the standard seminary curric ulum . The two
years we spent on the Old and New Testaments did not focus on
textual problems or errors in translation but on the actual teachings of those collections of scripture.
You shou ld not be too surpri sed at the sometimes odd statements made by some of the early Brethren; Elder Orson Pratt, in
particular, was one whose opinions were often a little on the margin s. Hi s writing, "The Bible Alone an Insufficient Guide," from
which you quoted, has never been accepted by the church as
authoritative. I remember reading that he edited a periodical
called Tir e Seer, in which he advanced some rather unorthodox
ideas . It seems that he was "hauled over the coals" for some of
the thin gs he said in that paper, and he ended up repudiating it.
And 1 don't exactly see that "th ere are a lot of different attitudes toward the Bible among Latter-day Saints" (p. 22). I see
that you have shown two. One was Elder Pratt's critici sm of the
Bible's accuracy; the other, in opposition to Elder Pratt's view,
was President Young's more conservative view that supported its
reliability. In fact you quoted Pres ident Young thus: "The Bible is
good enough as it is, to point out the way we should walk, and to
teach us how to come to the Lord of whom we can receive for
ourselves" (p. 22, from Journal of Discourses, 3: t 16).
In other words, you on ly showed two views, and the first wac;
pretty well quashed by the prophet and seer of lhe Lord. Does" a
lot" really just mean lwo-one of which was rejected?
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But in any even t, what I wish to propose is thi s: 1 will tell yo u
what I believe; I will take the responsibility for representing the
LDS position. Please, by all mean s, te ll me what yolt believe and
layout the Baptist position, but please don't tell me what my beliefs are. I won't be so presumptuous as to make myself a
spokesman for you r churc h, and I would ask that you please
return the favor. Does that sound fair?
I agree that when Jesus quotes the Old Testament. he does so
with approval. I also agree that he regarded a direct first-person
quotation such as " I am the God of Abraham and Ihe God o f
Isaac and the God of Jacob" as being the words of the Lord. It
does not follow, however, that he automatically regarded thc entire
Old Testament as "t he very words of God Himself' (p. 22),
which it clearly is not.
I should leU you that, being a missionary in the field, I have to
travel ligh t. Although I do have a reasonable coll ection of books
at ho me, all I have with me are my sc riptures, (he missionary dis·
cussions, and a couple of ot he r church books. By scriplures I
mean, of course, the Bible (King James Vers ion), Ihe Book o f
Mormon, the Doctrine and Covenants, and the Pearl of Great
Price. So I"m not really equipped to carryon a full ·scale de bate
by mail , since I do not have much of a library in my one su itcase
and a briefcase. Thu s I"m goi ng to have to impose on you with
another request: can you acceptlhat when you c ite a passage from
(he Bible, I'm goin g to refer il back to my Kin g James Version?
That' s not because I doubt your skill , but because even if t did
speak Greek (which I don't) I wouldn't be able 10 check up on
your translatio ns any other way.
So here I am, KJV in hand, looking up your scriptural c ila·
lions. The first onc you quote is 2 Timot hy 3:16 (although yo u
reference the verses as 16--17). Since I think verse 15 is important
as well, I hope you won't mind if I quote it too:
And that from a child thou hast known the holy
scri ptures, which are able to make thee wise unto salvation Ihrough faith which is in Christ Jesus. All sc ripture
is given by inspiration of God, and is profitable fo r
doctrine, fo r reproof, for correct ion, for instruction in
righteousness. (2 Timothy 3:15- 16 KJ V)
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From Acts 16: I. we know that Ti mothy was an adu lt convert,
the son of a Jewish mot her and a Greek father. Given this back·
ground. what scriptures had he know n "from a child"? Answer:
the scriptures we now know as the Old Testament. Is Paul telling
him to accept the Old Testament as God's fi nal and complete
word? Where wou ld that leave the Gospels--or Paul 's own letters?
Continue now to verse 16. and learn that all scripture comes by
inspiration and is therefore good stuff. Timothy's ex posure to the
Hebrew scriptures pre pared him to receive more truth when it
ca me along; many of hi s contemporaries took quite the oppos ite
approach, as I'm sure you know. I fully agree with this passage,
applying it to all sc ripture-includi ng the Book of Mormon.
I also note that while my Bible says "g iven by inspiration of
God," you translate the passage as "God· breathed" (p. 23). I
remember in English class we were once reading T. S. Eliot, and
one of the footnotes me ntioned that the Greek word pneuma
means both "wi nd " and "s pirit"; so I suppose " breath " fits in
well e nough too. But do you see that this is itself a perfect ex·
ample of the problem of translation? Not that I am saying that
your translation is wrong, or even that it is different in its strict
dictionary meanin g to that given by the King James translators; I
am say ing that it high li ghts the problem in the very nature of
translation. The two variants, while they may denote the same
thi ng, carry entirely differe nt connotations-they draw different
" ment al pictures." To me, "given by in sp iration" suggests that
the prophet is given to know a truth he didn't know before and
the n has th e task of expressing that truth in his own words. (This is
consistent with my personal experience of inspi ration.) The phrase
God-breathed conveys the sense of "fro m God 's mouth to the
prophet's ear" and so on down his arm to the prophet's pen. The
prophet is a secretary tak ing dictation.
Please understand me: not being qualified in Greek, I'm not
goi ng to say that you' re wrong and the seventeenth-century
committee was right; my point is simply that-how can I know?
And if one day I fin d out that the text supports both readings just
as well, where does that leave me? I can only point out that, hav ing
rendered your translation in the most " inerrantist-fri endly" way
possible, you have then argued it all the way to the hilt. You say,
"God used me n to write His Word , but He did so in such a way as
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to insure thai what was written was word-for-word what He had

intended from eternity past" (p. 23). Do you mean to say that the
verse we are discuss ing says thar? Do you really get all that from
"all scripture is given by inspiration"?
And are you-a scholar in Hebrew, Greek, French, and German-really unaware of the woefu l inadequacies of human language? Every word in every language is an approx.imate and imperfect carrier of its meaning. Si mple little words like and and the
really convey no meaning at all-they just help text to fl ow. The
really meaningful words-like power, fighl, trlllh. and love, nOI to
mention JCriptllre and inspiration--each carry a whole range of
meanings, and they convey them differently to each hearer or
reader. Thus even if, as you say, "God ... insureldl that what was
written was word-far-word what He had intended" (p.23), the
next fellow to come along and read it would not understand it exactly as God inlended it- because God ' s pure thought had been
e ncapsulated in an imperfect human language.
But perhaps the biggest logical problem with sola scripmra,
the idea that the Bible contai ns the totality o f God's revelation, is
that it is itself unscriptural. You said, "The God o f the Bible is big
enough to use men to write His message, yet at the same time see
to it that the resultant revelation is not mixed with error or untru th" (p. 23). And where in the Bible does it actually say that? I
can see how you can contemplate a phrase like God-breathed and
then develop such an idea, but can you in your turn see that it is a
very significant idea to rest on that one little phrase?
Not only is your letter-perfect model not apparen t from what
the scriptu re says, but there are also some passages that seem to
say quite unselfconsciously the oppos ite. In Jeremiah I: 1-2. we
read, "The words of Jeremiah the son of Hilkiah. of the priests
that were in Anathoth in the land of Benjamin: To whom the word
of the Lord came in the days of Josiah," Did you notice that? The
book of Jerem iah is "The words o f Jeremiah .. , to whom the
word of the Lord came." It's not at all "t he words of the Lord
written by Jeremiah's pen" (in fact it was written by Baruch's)
bu t Jerem iah, in his own words, expressing the word of the Lord .
This prophet, at least, was no mere secretary.
You also cited 2 Peter I :20-2 1, which reads thus in my Bible:
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Know ing this fi rst, that no prophecy of the scripture is of any pri vate interpretati on. For the prophecy
ca me not in old time by the will of man: but holy men
of God spake as they were moved by the Holy Ghost.
Notice once aga in that we have the same problem of tran slation here; indeed, it is even more glaring this time, since your re nderi ng, "no Scriptural prophecy ever came about by the
prophet's own personal interpretation" (p.23), means someth ing
qu ite different than " no prop hecy of the scripture is of any private interpretation, " The latter quite clearly tells us not to attempt
a private interpretation of the scriptures. Indeed, I have always
taken thi s passage to mean that, since the scriptures were given by
the power of the Holy Ghost, they can only be understood by that
sa me power.
In giving me what you call you r "ow n tran slation" of these
verses (p . 23), can you see that "personal translation" is a sy nonym of "pri vate interpretat ion"? For eve ry translation is an interpretation. And when you say, "I have often had LDS people say,
when confronted with a passage th at contradicted their own
beliefs, ' Well, that mu st be mistranslated'" (p, 27), I must protest
that that has not been my ex perience. But even if they did , yo ur
approach of prov iding your own translation when it suits you to
do so is no less a vote of no confidence in the standard translati ons than the statement you have cited,
But to come back to the passages at hand : the fatal objection,
of course, to your argument that these passages are talking about
the Bible is th at when these passages were written, there was
literally no such thing as "the Bible." You can consider the possib ility that the writers had particular scriptures in mind, or you
can appl y them to all scriptu re-but it still remains an open question: just what constitutes "all scri pture"?
You have then anticipated my reaction thus:
We might agree to this po int. You might be willing
to say, "Yes, as the Bible was originally written it was
the perfect and complete Word of God. " But, then
you' d be quick to add, "Thin gs have changed- the
Bible has been changed, things have been lost. We can
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no longer say that the Bible is fully and completely the
Word of God." (p. 24)
Your first attributed statement is right on the mark, except for
the word complete. But the second statemen t would nol renee! my
first thoughts: I wou ld say that I see no indication that God ever
thought to stop speaking to his children; hence. in that sense, at no
time has the scriptural canon ever really been closed-it was never
complete because it was never fin ished. There is always mo re for
God to say, so we should always be prepared to accept whatever he
has to reveal to us.
Your second statement does have some interesting thoughts.
First. 1 would say that I do not see the Bible as ever having been
the total Word of God. I would say that it has always contailled
the Word of God and does so today. Neither would I say that the
con tenls of my quadruple combination-the Bible, the Book of
Mormon, the Doctrine and Covenant s, and the Pearl of Great
Price--constitute the total Word of God. These, too, only contain
the Word of God. That, in a nutshell, is our idea of canon: an
open-e nded co llection of scriptures co ntainin g the Word of God.
and to which God is always at liberty to add .
But you are right: the Bible has been chan ged; th ings have indeed been 10SI. Consider what Paul has to say in I Corinthians 5:9:
h [ wrote unto you in an epistle not to com pany with fornicators."
What's wrong with this? Well, if Paul is referring to an epistle he
prev iously wrote, then First Corinth ians is really Second Corinthians, and the real 1 Corinthians is simpl y lost. Paul wrOle it and
quoted it again in our I Corint hians, so he presumably thought it
was important; if so, where did the original epistl e go?
Another example: when Paul was tak ing hi s leave of the Saints
at Ephesus, he quoted a scripture to the m, as follows:
I have shewed you all things, how that so labouring
ye ought to support the weak, and to remember the
words of the Lord Jesus, how he said, It is more blessed
to g ive than to receive. (Acts 20:35, emphasis added)
Now I have emphas ized remember fo r this rcason: the Saints at
Ephesus were all Paul' s converts; they hadn't heard Jesus speak in
person-and neilher had Paul (except in visions). So when he
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reminds them of a familiar say ing of Jesus that they all knew, it is
clear thm they did not hear it in person; it must have been in their
scriptures. So where is it? Not in any scripture we currently
have--except for Acts 20:35, of course. Conclusion: the Ephesian
Saints had scriptures that have not come down to us.
There are many ot her such passages, but I don't want to belabor the point. The si mple mailer is that there once ex isted
sc riptures that perfectly orthodox Christians thought were very
important. We no longer have them. Thus it is undeniable that
thin gs have been lost.
Your technique of interpreting scripture seems to undergo a
bit of a wrench when you come to the Book of Mormon. In
commenting on I Nephi 14: I 0, you say that, "It is clear that ...
'all churches ot her than the LDS Church' must be actively
'keeping back' many 'p lain and precious truths' of the Bible"
(p. 25). However that comes to be clear to you, it is not at all clear
to me. It seems to me that the act of "keep in g back" need on ly
happen once-there is nothing in that passage that makes it an
active ongoing process. I'm wondering if you are not trying to
deliver the most ridiculous reading possible-something that is
equally easy to do with the Bible.
But indeed, I recall that at the great ecumenical councils, man y
books previously hi ghly regarded were condemned as heretica l
and consig ned to the flames. Among these were the Gospel 0/
Thomas and the Gospel o/the Twelve Apostles. Shortly before my
mission, I read a book called Th e Pastor 0/ Hermas, which says
so me interesting things about the salvation of the dead and seems
to have been very hi ghly esteemed in the first two centuries; that
has certain ly been "kept back" from inclusion in the canon .
Jude, who also wrote a lost letter (see Jude 1:3), quotes from the
book of Enoch (v. 14)-another "kept-back" book. It would
seem that the Book of Mormon has scored a bull's-eye on this
one.
Now I agree that when some of us talk about trans lation
problems we also, by a kind of shorthand, include transmission
problems under that category. But I'm not certain that you are
one hundred percent right when you claim that there is only a
one-step translation between the long-lost Urtexte and our English
New Testament. To start with, not every qualified person I have

, ~
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spoken to is certain that Greek was the origi nal language of every
book of the New Testament, as you claim in no less than four
places in your letter. I have heard of a very old Jewish-Christian
sect in Palestine that uses a Gospel of Matthew in Hebrew-and
they think that is the o riginal. Certai nly none of the New Testament authors were nati ve Greek speakers, and some sc holars
bluntly claim that lost Aramaic original s lie behind most of ou r
New Testament books. Even if they are wrong, when a person
writes a IcHer in a language other than his or he r native to ngue. he
is a lready translating; he develops the thought in his first language. translates it into his second language in hi s head, and the n
writes it down. Thus, whichever way you look at it, fro m the original Aramaic thought, whether written or not, to the Greek manuscripts, our modem translations are the resuh of at {east a two-step
translation.
However, I wa<; not Irying to argue that any process suc h as
you describe (p. 27) had taken place:
"Hebrew<=) Greek<=) Latl n <=) French<=) German <=) Span i s h ~ Engl ish. "
I apologize if I gave that impression. I was attempting 10 poinl out
that each new translation that has been made has a tendency to
both rely upon and rebel against prev ious translations. Received
versions carry an awful lot of authority, and they have a way of
intimidating later translators- who somewhat resent being intimidated. I can' t quite make up my mind whether the benefits of this
process outweigh the disadvanlages, but the point is that nobody
ever seems to be completely satisfied with any translation, because
they all seem to want to do it again. And that really wouldn't be
necessary if everyone agreed that the translator(s) had got it o ne
hundred percent right, would it?
I'm not su re Ihat the only important mistakes in translation
would be "purposefu l and malicious" oncs (p. 27); my academ ic
friends tell me that it is hard enough to render a good trans lat ion
between closely related contemporary languages. Translating a
dead ancient language into an unrelated modem one must be a
ni ght ma re.
But I wonder why you added thai little tag abou t Joseph
Smith's "obv iously attempting 10 insert a prophecy about himself
in somethi ng thai was written a full 3,000 years earl ier" (p.27). It
may be obvious to you, but not to me. If we accept, for the sake or
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argument, the poss ibility that Joseph S mith may have been a tru e
prophet, then we allow the possibility that God could revea l to him
prophec ies that really were recorded ancient ly, but that were lost at
an earl y date and never found their way into the manuscripts we
now have. If it is "obvio us" to you that Joseph was si mpl y pretendin g to be a prophet, then of course he was onl y making thin gs
up; such is the way of circu lar arguments.
I am also a little concerned with the following statement that
you made:
If you ask me, Elder Hahn , James Talmage knew that
the Bible was translated accurately in the English versions, and he also knew that the charges of gross corruption of the biblical text, made so often by Latterday Sai nts, have no basis in fact. That is why he was so
reticent in hi s statements that 1 cited above. (p. 28)
If you ask me, Mr. White, Elder James E. Talmage of the Quorum of the Twelve was teaching perfectly accurate Laller-day
Saint doctrine when he made the statements about the Bible that
you quoted . If you ask me further, 1 might be able to tell you that
I have never heard Latter-day Saints in high or low pos itions make
"c harges of gross corrupti on" against "the biblical text"; not
often . not even occasionall y, but never. Quite the contrary, most
ch urch members I know believe that Paul wrote all fifteen epistles
attributed to him. I have also known so me quite senior Latter-day
Saints who were reluctant to rule out John as the author of the soca lled Johannine Co mma in I John 5:7-8. despite the consensus
of both liberal and conservative scholars that that passage is an
interpolati on . Are you sure you aren't exaggerating just a little?
Or maybe just setting up a straw man?
In any event, as r said before, perhaps you will be so kind as to
Jet me speak for the Ch urch of Jesus Chri st of Latter-day Saints, as
well as fo r my personal beliefs. and you can speak for your beliefs. That way, neither of us will need to feel misrepresented.
In regard to your talk-show anecdote, I notice with some curiosity that you seem to be using the words Christian and Mormon
as though they were mutuall y exclusive categories. This is not the
case. We regard ourse lves as Christians because we are Latter-day
Saints; the former is the superset, the latter the subset. In just the
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same way. the fact (hat you are a while American man also means
that you are a human being; it wouldn't make much sense to divide those into mutually exclusive categories, would it?
But aside from that, I am interested in how you arrive at the
conclusion that it "is not a very meaningful fact" that "none of

the 5,000 Greek manuscripts (as an example) of the New Testament read exactly like another" (p. 28). If you are going to make
an argument for the flawless transmission of the text from past
ages, then the fact that all the manuscripts differ from each other
should see m 10 be quite an important fact . Be that as it may. the
"limber of the variants, while important because it defines the scale
of the task, is not as important as the significance of the individual
changes-a question which your impressive array of statistics does
not address.
But in any event, we are not nearly as far apart on the issue of
the accuracy of the Bible as you see m to think . Elder Talmage
pretty well speaks for me. as for most Latter-day Saints; his book
The Articles of Faith, from which you quote. is one of the few
books on the approved reading list for missionaries. Still, I am
curious about your c laim relative to what you call the ·'tenacity "
of the different readings, that is, that "every reading that has
entered into the manuscripts of the New Testament has remained
there. While some might think that this is bad. it is not. for what it
also means is that since no readings 'drop out' of the text, the
original reading is stilt there as well!" (p. 29). Actually that is n't
bad at all; if I understand you correctly, variant readings simply
accrete to later copies of manuscripts. This would mean that the
latest manuscripts would have the largest number of words, and
the earliest manuscripts would have the s mallest number, and so
finding the original readings would be as easy as s imply
performing word counts on each manu script copy. Have I
misunderstood something here, or is it really that simple? Or are
you in fact saying that all the different readings Ihal there ever
were are st ill around on different manuscripts, and so the original
has got to be around somewhere? If the latter is what you are
saying, then your statement above would appear to be little more
than an ex pression of faith that the original readings are being
preserved somehow. That is not, if I may say so, a very strong
argument to make. Even if the original reading is still around
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somewhere, the problem of recovering the original reading from
among all of the available variants would still remain; and what is
the chance of any translalor getting that right all of the time?
I have already pointed out the clear fact that whole books of
scriplure have been lost, and so I do nOI see a need to reiterate
that.
Mr. White, I really do hope that this isn't going to tum into a
"Bible bash," as I said in my first letter. I have no objection at all
to discussing these matters with you, but 1'm not interested in a
recital of all the "evils" of Mormonism.
I hope you understand our true position with regard to the
Bible. We use it widely, for both proselyting and internal teaching
purposes. We are aware that it was not translated by inspiration.
and we know of some problems in the transmission of the manuscripts. In short. we are not inerrantists. I hasten to add that we are
not inerrantists with regard to our other scriptures. either. From
my reading. doctrines of the all-sufficiency and inerrancy of
scripture arose only after the ancient Saints realized that revelation
had ceased. These doctrines enabled them to treasure up and
guard the past revelations that were stored in the Bible. much as
people in a desert might treasure up and guard a well--after the
siream has stopped flowing.
I look forward to hearing from you again. Once more, 1 urge
you to read the Book of Mormon, to ponder its message. and to
pray and seek the Lord's guidance. I testify to you that he will indeed answer your prayers in a real and tangible manner.
Your friend.
Elder Hahn
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Letter 3: Is That All There Is? Not Hardly!
Dear Mr. White,
r must begin by apologizing for giving you the wrong impression about my intentio ns. In pointing oul some contradict ions in
the Bible, I was not trying to denigrate that volume of scripture;
my purpose was twofold . First, to point out that the Bible, while
true, is not inerrant; and second, to establish a single standard. For
if we are goi ng to forg ive the Bible for containing difficult or
contrad ictory passages, cou ldn ' t we be equally forgiving if si milar
problems arise when cons iderin g the Book of Mormon?
Again, I must reiterate that I am perfectly willing to consider
the Bible's teachin gs about scripture per se-and in fact I believe
them. But you have not demonstrated that the Bible is talk ing
about itself in those passages. You said, "At times I think that this
list, o r one very si milar to it, is part of the ' missionary training
packet' that is passed o ut to every new missionary before be in g
sent out into the field " (p. 3 1).
You need not fear. There is no mi ssionary training packet o f
contradictory scriptures given in our forma! training. What exists
is a certa in amount of fie ld experience that has arisen a mong missionaries and is shared around; inerrantists challenge all of us, at
some time or another. In such circumstances, we have found that
these passages can give pause to our cha ll engers and allow them to
cons ider our position a little more carefully.
It may be so that atheists and others use similar passages to
attack the Bible, and I certainly do not wish to give them aid and
comfort. I am emphatically not trying to attack the val idity of the
Bible. Unlike those others, I believe that these anomalies can be
explained. I also believe that similar ex planations apply to socalled contradictions between the Bible and the Book of Mormon.
But if you say that I "join hands" with people who would attack
the Christian faith in this manner, I can o nl y respond by pointing
out that it is your insistence on an inerrant Bible that makes it suc h
an easy target in the first place. We believe that the Bible is true,
while accepting that it is possible for it to contain errors; for this
reason, such attacks do not really faze us. We can still point to the
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magnificence of the edi fi ce without getting embarrassed about
any liute blemishes it may have .
I notice that the next paragraph of your letter includes this
statement : "Your list of contradictions in the Bible is actually very
well suited for my purposes" (p. 32). I suppose that really isn't so
surprising; it wasn' t my list, but yours. You would not likely provide a list that did flof su it your purposes, would you?
I would like to thank you for your explanation of Paul 's first
vision (see pp . 33-37). I had honestly thought that one or the
other of these passages in Acts must be mistaken; it was not an
important part of my faith, and it did not shake my belief in
Paul 's testimony at all, but thank you just the same. Believe me
when I tell you that for every "i nerrantist" with whom these
anomalies are useful , we encounter at least one "infidel" for
whom they are problematic. So you have helped to make my job
easier, and I thank you.
However, I am not sure if you haven 't underscored another
point of mine-and undermined a rather important one of yours.
I pointed out that "We believe the Bible to be the word of God as
far as it is translated correctly" (Article of Faith 8). Your response
was in your last letter, which carried the subtitle, "But It Is Translated Correctly!" Only now you have emphasized yet again the
problems involved in translating the Bible from ancient lan guages.
My understanding of those passages came from my King James
Bible; you pointed out the NlY and stepped through the Greek
wording of those passages. While I don 't claim to follow all of
what you are say ing (what on earth is "partitive genitive case I"?),
I understand that your argument is that Acts 9:7 is sayi ng that
Paul 's compani ons heard a sound. while in Acts 22:9 they didn ' t
understand what was said . If your translation is correct, then there
is no contradiction in thi s one detail-but which translation is COfrect ? And this is just one verse,
Thi s is the problem: if doctrinal accuracy really matters, and I
daresay it does, then whom are we to trust? You say to trust the
Bible, but 99.99 percent (at least) of the world's population can
only read the Bible in translation. For the overwhelming majority.
"trust the Bible" actually means "tru st the translators. " Whether
you realize it or not, the clear consequence of your argument is
that we must trust in the opinions of a small group of scholars
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trained in dead languages-scholars whose skill we cannot c heck.
over whom we can exercise no contro l-and who rarely seem to
agree among themselves. What is Ihe so lution?
Well, fortunately there is a solution. It lies in continuing revelation. The stream is flowing anew from its source; we enjoy the
ancient scriptures. and having ongoi ng revelation only e nhances
our ability to understand them.
I wou ld like to express my wholehearted agreemem with, and
approval of. the following statement from your letter:

Finally, it must be stated that part and parcel of
dealing with almost any ancient or even modern
writing is the basic idea that the author gets the be nefit
of the doubt. ... Some critics of the Bible seem to
forget the old axiom " innocent until proven guilt y."
(pp. 36-37)
And may I just add that all critics of the Book of Mormon forget
that same axiom. I hope that you are prepared to apply this principle evenhandedl y.
I agree that Matthew didn't deliberately misattribule Zec hariah's words (from Zechariah 11 :12-13) to Jeremiah (in Matthew
27:9-10; see pp. 38-39); I have no doubt it was an honest and
unintentional mistake on his part. Still, any mistake, however trivial, means that the Bible is not completely inerrant, doesn't it?
1 am quite certain that I didn 'l rai se the issue of the time of
the crucifix ion in my letter (see pp. 39-40). Perhaps it came from
your list of standard criticisms. I am quite aware of the usual so lution to that one, namely, that John was using Roman time while the
sy noptists used Jewish time. In fact, I learned that in semi nary
when I was sixteen.
I don', have a problem with Peter and Andrew meet ing Jesus
(see pp. 40-41). so again I presume that the argument comes
from your list of standard criticisms. Nor did I raise the "staff"
issue (Mark 6:8; Luke 9:3; Matthew 10: 10; see pp. 41-42). However, I wonder if your "harmoni zin g" on the last one does not
owe more to your commitment 10 inerrancy than to what the text
says. Certainly when Jesus told them not to obtain or provide
shoes for their journey, we need not assume that he meant for
them to go barefoot; he seems to be saying "go as you are." So,
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are they standing around with their staves in their hands while he
is meeting with them? It seems not very likely . No, as I re ad
Luke's and Matthew 's accounts, the staff is explicitly prohibited,
while in Mark's account it is explicitly permitted . That is a contradiction. Again , not an import ant one, but a contradi ction
nonetheless.
Now, as I frequently find myself tellin g people I meet : \.\IC
don' t have to worry about these things as lon g as we are willing to
see the Gospel writers as si mply reporting, as reliable witnesses,
their own recollections of what they saw and heard. (Except for
Luke; he's writing a "research paper.") If you ask any police
officer what happens when four different people witness the same
traffic accident, he or she can tell you that the several accounts
sound like four different accidents. And so we are quite happy
with the New Testament as we presently have it- true, but not
inerrant. The Gospel writers were witnesses who honestly reported
their ex periences as they remembered them, and that's good
enough for us. It is only when you want to postulate infallible
di vine guidance to assure the inerrancy of the witnesses'
memories that you run into difficulty.
In the matter of the lost books of the Bible, you make a
strange argument (see pp. 43-44). You say, referring to the epistle
from Laodicea. that perhaps Laodicea is another name for Ephesians (or maybe another name for the missing First Ephesianssee Ephesians 3:3). But you also said, "I see no reason to call thi s
a ' lost book' if God never intended it to be in the Bible in the first
place, Surely, if God wishes a book to be in His Word, He can
manage to get it there" (p. 14).
The anatomy of this argument seems to be as follows:
If a book is not in the Bible, then that is because God didn't
want it there. The reason we know God didn't want it there is because ir s not in the Bible. And thus we see that, after all, there is
reall y no such thing as a lost book; if a book isn't in the Bible,
that 's because it wasn't supposed to be there. We might wonder
why it was written in the first place, but we know that it wasn't important, because the Bible is complete without it. How can the
Bible be complete without all of the book s of scripture once
pri zed by the Saints? Never mind- it just is. And so by assuming
the completeness of the Bible, we are able to prove, against all the
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evidence, that the Bible is complete. As I mentioned in my firsl
letter, circular arguments do lend to work that way.
You know, it has occurred to me just now that if "t he Bible"
as a single monolithic un it were such an important part of God's
plan, why were the Saints in past ages able to get aiong quite well
without it? Because, as I'm sure you know, until the fourth ce ntury there was no such thing as "the Bible" at all ; there were co llections of highly prized sacred writings, but each book was
thought to stand alone-as they still do, really. Why, after thousands of years, did the need for a Bible as such sudden ly emerge?
Is it perhaps your view that God changed his mind about what
constitutes scripture?
Or did people sudden ly realize that they needed to be able to
"co ntro l" the scri ptures in order to prOiect them-because revelation had ceased?
I am glad that you have such reverence for God's revealed
word. I just hope it does not ecl ipse your reverence for the Reveale r.
Well, you ind icated that you would like to move along to discuss your view of God. You call him "the God of the Bible"
(p. 44). I would call him the God of the whole universe. But in
either case, I am happy to move on.
Your friend,
Elder Hahn
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Letter 4: The God of the Universe
Dear Mr. White,
It has taken me some time to read all the way through your
letter. I would like to begin wilh some general observations before
I get into the specifics of it.
First, I recall me ntioning in an earlier letter that I felt it would
be better for me to set out the LOS position and describe our
doctrine and my beliefs, and a llow you to tell me what your beliefs are. Here, I find that you devoted almost the first half of yo ur
leuer-over 3,800 words-to expounding the LOS doctrine of
God, as you see it. You could have saved yourself a considerable
amount of trouble if you had allowed me to tell you what we believe, instead of your te lling me. The remainder of your letter
contains a good deal of "a nticipating" what you think my an swers will be. If you had confined yourself to explaining what you
believe, and only that, your letter would have been considerably
shorter- perhaps only one-third its present length-and thus
much less taxing for a fUll-time miss ionary to read.
Second, it is clear that you have read and studied LOS materials rather extensively. I am starting to wonder something, but I
don't know any really tactful way to ask, so I will come out and
ask it. Mr. While, if I gathered that much information showing
what's wrong with the Baptist Church, you might very well think I
was anti-Baptist. 1 expect you would be right, too. So I'm beginning to wonder if there isn ' t an anti-Mormon agenda of some
kind going on here. Can you assure me that you are truly approaching the church with an open mind? Do you really want to
know what I can teach you? If not, then I need to be about the
Lord 's erra nd.
Now, I have been called and set apart as a missionary of the
Chu rch of Jesus Christ of Lauer-day Saints; that makes me, in a
small way, an official spokes person for the church. Any person
who is not called to speak for the church is merely se lf-appointed
and has no business making pronouncements on what the church
be lieves or teaches. So I am going to tell you what we believe, and
that will be the LOS position for the purposes of our discussion.
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The first point that I wish to make is that, as you admitted (see
p. 47), the King Follett sermon, Journal of Discourses, Mormon
Doctrine. and The Seer are nor canon ical scriptu re 10 us. While
they may be useful indicat ions of what the ir authors though t. they
are in no way binding upon the Saints. because the church has
never accepted those works as scriplUre. In Ihe case of The Seer, I
remember mentioning it to you in my first letter. Elder Orson
Pratt, who was its edito r, was called to account for some of the
things it said, and he repudiated them. The Journal of DiJcourses
was taken from e)(temporaneoll s conference talks given in halls
that had somet imes-doubtful acoustics and no electro nic so und
systems-and without the aid of e lectronic recording dev ices.
There is lots of good stuff in it, but it is not all that reliable. Even
if it were, it would still mostly represent the opinions of the
speakers.
Mormon Doctrine also has its d iffic ulties. I notice that you
pointed out that it was written by "Mormon Apostle Bruce R.
McConkie" (p.49). Strictl y speak ing, that's not true. Elde r
McConkie wrote it before he was called as an apostle. The leaders
of the churc h instructed him to make changes to some statements
that were simply "beyond the pale"-a little bit like Elder Pratt's
experience-but it has no official status.
As you correctly quoted Elder McConk ie, we regard ourselves
as mOrlotheists. and not as polytheists (see p. 49). By that we mean
that we believe in one God. God the Father, his son Jesus Christ.
and the Holy Ghost are three separate and distinct divine beings.
You can call them "Gods" if you want. But they are united in
purpose, in thought, and in power; in all things they act as one.
Therefore it is e ntirely correct to call them "one God."
It is entirely incorrect, and more than a little unc haritable, to
accuse Elder McConkie of playing "word games" when he points
this out (p. 49). If you have ever spoken to Musl ims on this su bject. you would discover that they think that all Christians are
playing "word games" when we claim to be monotheists, while
believing that Jesus can be fully divine, but a different person
from his Father. And those who are astute enough to distinguish
the rather small (from their point of view) differences between
mainstream creeda l trinitarianism and LDS precreedal trinitarianism will generally remark Ihat ours just seems less murky.

WH ITE, LEITERS TO A MORMON EWER (MCGREGOR, S HIRTS)

1 17

When Elder McCon kie elsewhere says, " But in add ition there
IS an infin ite number of holy personages, drawn fro m worlds
withou t number, who have passed on to exaltat ion and are thu s
gods" (p.49, from Mormon Doctrine, 576-77), thai is not a
polytheist ic statemen t. For my dictionary defin es polytheism as
"the worship of more than one god ." Leaving aside our " trin itarian" di ffere nces for a moment , you must see that the mere
ac know ledgment that other gods exist em irely our of our reckoning is a far cry from any known fo rm of polytheism. No worship
of any of these beings is co ntempl ated even for a moment. Neither can we be sa id to even "bel ieve in" them in any meaningful
way; we simply ind icate that Ihey are "somewhere out there," like
quarks or pulsars, but they make no difference to us at all. Our
re ligion would be exactly the same without them-because it is, in
fact, without them. They do not fi gure in our worship or in our
religious life at al l. They are a mere academic detail.
When we consider that every known polytheistic system includes the names of the multiple gods, their relationships with one
another, and their various powers, interests, or "de partm ents"and then fi nd that all these features are completely absent from
Latter-day Saint belief-it becomes apparent that calli ng our belief " polytheism" is not very meani ngfu l and could be seen as a
simple insu lt.
So your statement , "we see the first major difference between
Mormonism and Ch ristianity-monotheism versus polytheis m"
(p. 49), contains flVo false dichotomies. Once again, I notice that
you are using Ch ristian and Mormo n as mutually exclusive te rms.
They are not, and you seem to be loading the dice when you use
them in this way.
Now we could argue this at considerable length, but there is no
need to. As the apostle Paul taught, " But to us there is but one
God" ( I Corinth ians 8:6). Paul 's stateme nt goes for us, too, I will
come back to that passage later.
As far as God's having a previous mortal life is concerned- nothin g anywhere in scripture requires us to embrace this
notion. As a missionary. I should properl y leave it at that, but I
cannot resist poi ntin g out that the Snow couplet, which yo u
quoted, has some illu strious anc ien t predecessors. The very orthodox Athanas ius had a couplet very similar to it ; his ran, "G od
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became man that man might become God ," Of course hi s first
line is talking about the incarnation of Christ, but the second line
is one th at Latter· day Saints may well be much happier with than
are other modern Christians.
You have cited Doctrine and Covenants 130:22 and a rgued
that it supports the idea that God was once a man (see p. 51 ). I n
fact, it merely says that God the Father has a tangible. ph ys ical
body; it makes no claims as to how he obtained it.
You make the following state ment about Joseph 's beliefs and
the first vision:
Joseph Smith 's beliefs evolved so during the pe ri od
between the writing of the Book of Mormon and his
final beliefs in 1844 . When Smith wrote the Book o f
Mormon, he was still monotheisti c in his belief s, and
had not yet developed the concept of multiple god s
(yes, I know about the First Vision, but, as we shall see,
Smith did not claim to have seen God the Father until
well after the writing of the Book of Mormon). (p.47,
e mphasis changed)
Thi s argument is important because it clearl y displays your assumptions. Joseph Smith did,,'t write the Book of Mormon: he
translated it. Whether or not hi s beliefs "e vol ved." the fact is that
the doctrin es of the c hurc h were revealed to him incre mentall y. I
will return to this in a mome nt. And your point about the first vision tell s me prec ise ly where you are heading. so 1 hope yo u
don' t mind if I fore stall you here.
The argument th at "S mith did not cl aim to have seen God the
Father until well after the writin g of the Book of Mormon" is pa rt
of what my Aunt Je nn y calls " the great retreat. " She says that fo r
years, anti -Mormons argued thai Joseph "in ve nted" the first vision only in 1838. The n whe n a number of milch earlier accounts
of the first vision came to light, the critics had egg on their faces,
and so they retreated to a posit ion that the accounts didn' t exactly
resemble each other and tried to make "co ntrad ic ti ons" out o f
these points of difference. In fact the di ffe rences are not
contradictions at all ; they merely consist in details that are in one
version and not in others---details that are entirely consistent with
those that are in the others. The argu me nt about what the earli er
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versions didn'l say is an argument from silence, and as such it is
weak and desperate. I just thought I'd let you know that, to save
you the trouble of trying to make an unsupportable argument.
I also pointed out that the Lord revealed doctrines to Joseph
incrementally. This seems to be his pattern, thus:
But the word of the Lord Wa<) unto them precept
upon precept, precept upon precept; line upon line, line
upon line; here a little, and there a little; that they might
go, and fall backward, and be broken, and snared, and
taken, Wherefore hear the word of the Lord, ye scornful men. (Isaiah 28:13- 14)
Thus it seems that in the days of Isaiah, the Lord revealed his
word line upon line and precept upon precept, and this Wa<) a
problem for "scornful men," Human nature doesn't change
much, does it? I'm sure that an idea such as the "evo lution" of
beliefs would have been very useful to the scornful men of
Isaiah's day.
You seem to have understood the doctrine of eternal progression reasonably well, so I don't see a need to discuss that, except
to say that we don't actuall y see ourselves a<) becoming God the
Father; we see that we may ultimately become like him, but we do
not expect to replace him .
You have made too much fuss over what you see as an "i n consistency" in LDS belief:
Is God progressing in knowledge or not? Wilford
Woodruff said he was, Bruce McConkie said he wasn't,
and Joseph Field ing Smith said the same thing. Some
Mormons today say he is, more say he isn't. It is not
consistent, I be lieve, to accept Smith 's teachings and
say that God is nOI progressing, but many LDS today,
realizing the prob lems attendant with the concept of a
changing God, prefer to hold to a different belief.
(p. 54)
I will discuss the actual issue below. The point you are missing,
however, is that it is perfectly possible for Joseph Smith to say
something without that something automaticall y becoming doctrine for the chu rch. The church's enemies frequent ly accuse us

120

FARMS REVIEW OF BOOKS 11/ 1 ( 1999)

of misrepresenting o r not understanding OUT own beliefs because
we do not ascri be infallibility to every statement ever made by a
prophet or apostle. In the ir minds, if a prophet said it, then it must
be scripture-that is, canonical scripture . But that is their own
misunderstanding. Fo r us, a prophet is someone who has hi s own
mind and opinion , but who also so metimes receives reve lalion. We
see no need to assume that every time he opens his mouth on an y
particular subject, he is speaking revealed truth . T hat is a c halle nging view, but at the same time a very liberatin g o ne. I reco mme nd it to e vangelical Protestants. That way your ministe rs ca n
stop trying to find eternal, spiritual truths in the mundane little
detail s in the Bible-such as Paul asking Timothy to send him his
c loak and books (see 2 Ti moth y 4: 13).
But I believe that you are using this as an opportunity to make
anOlher surreptitious dig at the church . We believe what we believe
because we think il is true, and not because it lets us oul of some
proble ms which you imagi ne are atte nd ant with some concept o r
othe r. Actually the " proble ms aUe ndant with the co nce pt" of an
unchangin g God are themselves considerable. as I shall show
below .
The questi on of whether or not God the Father increases in
knowledge is actu ally related to the question of whether his fo reknow ledge is absolute or not. Most of us believe that God knows
be forehand every detai l of what will happen. includin g exactly
what each one of us will do and when. On the other hand. so me
believe that God's fo reknowledge actually consists of knowing all
the possibilit ies and their probabilities. and bei ng able to plan fo r
all contin genc ies-as well as knowing that he has the power to accompl ish all of hi s purposes, should it become necessary for him
to intervene. We all agree Ihal God 's foreknowledge is not dete rministic-if he knows what you are going to do to morrow, the n
that is because he knows you very well and knows what c irc umstances you will be in to morrow. His foreknowledge does not actually decide your act ions for you.
Thu s if God abso lute ly knows all things before they happe n.
the n he does not progress in knowledge. But if hi s foreknow ledge
is hyperinte lligent pred iction rathe r than absolute and certain
knowledge. then he does progress in knowledge, since an event
that he mere ly expects befo rehand becomes a fact when it hap-
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pens. The reason fo r the possibility of divergent opini ons on thi s
subject is the lack of revealed doctrine about it.
I have waxed somewhat long on thi s point because it is going
to become relevant aga in later on when I address your discussion
about God's changing hi s mind.
Someth ing else that perhaps you may not realize is that in the
ch urch, nobody's test imony or personal revelation is binding o n
anyone else. It doesn' t matter who is bearing a testimony; if the
Holy Ghost doesn' t confirm it to those liste ning. then they are not
obli ged to accept it. This is important, and I will have occasion to
refer to it again .
Finally, about halfway through your letter you come to the
point about what you see as LDS belief, namely:
So the Mormon view of God, as seen above, includes ( I) polytheism, the belief in more than one God;
(2) the concept that God was once a man who lived o n
another planet, and who progressed to the status 0 f
God; (3) the eterna l [awof progress ion, whereby, it is
said, me n can become gods. (p . 54)
Of these, the last point is reasonably correct (although yo u
have inexpli cably rephrased it "the eternal law of progress ion"
instead of "the law of eternal progression"); the second is not
doctrine, since it is not fo und in any of our scriptures; and the first
is not true in any mean ingful way at all. Unless, that is. you regard
our ideas about the Tri nity as polytheistic. So perhaps it is appropriate to look at that issue.
The doctrine of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day
Saints regardi ng the God head consists of all the relevant statements fou nd in the fo ur standard works. Thus the passages yo u
cite are part of our doctrine, although we don't necessarily give
them the same priority as you do .
To start with, I notice that you give the follow ing reason for
choosing the Isaiah passages to support your argument : they co nstitute "the clearest, most unambiguous statements of absolute
monotheism . . . . I choose them as being representative of a
teaching that is to be found throughout the Bible" (p . 56). This
seems to be contradictory. If they are the "clearest, most unambi guous" passages you could choose. then they are obviously n Ol
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"representative," since other candidates are more ambiguous.
Indeed, it is fairly clear that these passages, far from being " re presentative," are actually the strongest supports you could find .
Which is not a fault; most people who are mak ing an argument
will genera lly advance the strongest evidences they can muster 10
support it. But calling them " representative," as though they say
the same thing as every olher passage on Ihe same subject, is a liltie conce ited.
I propose to restore some balance by looking at what some
other passages have to say, and then coming back to the passages

you favor. The first passage of interest is Genesis I :26. where God
says, "Let us make man in our image, after our likeness," and
then proceeds to do so. So the question arises: who is "us" in this
passage? And why "our" image and likeness? There is clearly a
plurality here, but of what? If you argue that the plural pronouns
in that verse refer to God and ange ls as a group, that wou ld seem
to be inconsistent with verse 27: "So God created man in hi s own
image, in the image of God created he him; male and female
created he them."
God created ma n in whose image? God's ow n image. Angels
don' t rate a mention there. So the plural numbers in verse 26 can
refer on ly to God. Now I have had people suggest that God is
merely referrin g to himself in the plural, as earthly kings have
been wont to do. but even if God was inclined to such affectations,
it is noteworthy that he seems not to use it e lsewhe re. In his
conversati ons with the prophets, he invariably refers to himself in
the singular. (Incidentally, it is quite clear that image and likeness
refer to what God looks like, because exact ly the same words are
used in Genesis 5:3, describing Seth in the image and like ness of
hi s father. Adam.)
But if we move along to Genesis 3:22, we di scover that, as a result of eat in g the forbidden fruit, "the Lord God said , Behold. the
man is become as one of us, to know good and evil" (emp has is
added). "One of us" is flot the way the royal plural is used. It can
o nly refer to a grou p of beings. What kind of beings? Well, what
kind of beings would God consider himself "one of'? The questi on answe rs itself: divine beings. that is, gods .
In Deuteronomy 32:8-9 we have an interesting situation:
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When the most Hi gh divided to the nations their
heritance. when he separated the sons of Adam, he
the bound s of the people according to the number
the children of Israel. For the Lord 's porti on is
people; Jacob is the lot of his inheritance.
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Now. although our Bible says "children of Israe l" at the end
of ve rse 8, the experts say that thi s should read "sons of God ."
Th e situation, then, is that someone called the most High God di ·
vides the nations up among his sons; Israel is the inheritance that
fall s to the Lord, that is, Jehovah, who is one of those sons. Th is is
hardly "p ure monotheism." In fac t, the very title "most Hi gh
God" is a comparison, and it really doesn' t mean anything unl ess
there are al so less High Gods.
By the same token, the titles "God of gods, and Lord of
lord s" appl ied to the Lord by Moses in Deuteronomy 10: 17 are
not very purely monotheistic. He seems to be describing Jehovah
as supreme, not onl y over men, but over gods as well. What gods?
l ance had someone tell me they were idols. But that doesn't
make much sense either, since that would make the Lord "God of
ido ls." Do we really want to call him that? How about " Ido l of
idols," or "most Hi gh Ido l"? No, they don 't really have the same
ring to the m, do they?
Tu rni ng to the New Testament, when we read about the baptism of Jesus in Matthew 3:16- 17, Mark 1: 10-11 . and Luke 3:22,
what do we fin d? We have Jesus stepping up out of the water, the
voice of the Father speakin g from heaven, and the Holy Ghost
descendin g "like a dove" and lighting upon him . It is abundantl y
clear that, in whatever way the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost are
"one," it doesn't preclude them fro m each being in a separate
locati on.
A simi lar thing happens at the transfi guration (Matthew 17 :5;
Mark 9:7; Luke 9:34-35). T he voice of the Father comes out of a
bright cloud, but Jesus does not dissolve into that cloud; the cloud
itself is, very significantly. always and onl y called a cloud and is
never identified with the Father. In other words, the Father mi ght
be ins ide the cloud. or on the other side of the cloud, but he
wasn' t the cl oud; his vo ice came from th at direction and no
other- so he was in one place, and not everyw here at once.

124

FARMS REVIEW OF BOOKS II 1I (1999)

Now we come to some passages you have a lready discussed.
You me ntioned John 10:34, quoting Psalm 82:6, and claim that
Jesus is quoting the scripture as a way of accusing the Pharisees o f
being bad judges. There are severa l problems with this interpretati on. Let's look at the context of what Jesus himself is say in g 10
John 10:29-36:

My Father. which gave them me, is greater than all;
and no man is able to pluck them out of my Father's
hand .
I and my Father are one.
Then the Jews look up stones again to stone him.
Jesus answered them, Many good works have
shewed you from my Father; for which of those works
do ye stone me?

The Jews answered him, saying, For a good work
we stone thee nol; but for blasphemy; and becau se that
thou, being a man, makest thyself God.
Jesus answered them, Is it not written in your law, 1
said, Ye are gods?
If he called them gods, unto whom the word of
God came, and the scripture cannot be broken;
Say ye of him, whom the Father hath sanctified,
and sent into the world, Thou blasphemest; because I
said, I am the Son of God?
The meaning of this is plain. Jesus tells the Jews thai he and
his father are one. He does not say, " I am my Father," but says
instead that he and his Father enjoy a special unity . The Jews take
exception to this, understanding quite correctly that he is making
himself God. Jesus then quotes Psalm 82:6 to them and makes this
argument from it :
If he (i.e., God) called those to whom his word came" go d s"
(and not "jud ges"); and,
If you believe the scripture ;
Then you can't accuse me of blasphemy for say ing that I am
the Son of God.
That is the argument Jesus makes, and it only works if Psalm
82 really refers to people as gods and not merely as judges. So
when you conclude that "Th e inte rpretati on you provided to me
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in my home, Elder Hahn, is certainly incorrect, is it not?" (p.63),
I have to answer no, il is not incorrect. On the other hand, your
interpretation seems to rely upon a fairly violent forcing of the
lext 10 fit your monotheistic presuppositions. Unfortunalely, that
won't work. You are trying to fit a square text into a round
doctrine.
But you are certainly not the first to do that. When my brother
was working on his master's degree, I got to help proofread some
of his thesis on the development of Rabbinical Judaism. He
poinled out that it was quite important for the Jews to maintain
some distance between themselves and Christianity-especially
when Christian rulers were very intolerant. So they reinvented
themselves, to a certain extent. Their monotheism became much
more definite, but the Old Testament didn't carry them all the
way; Iherefore. they came up with new interpretations of some
passages, including Psalm 82. Nowhere else in scripture does the
word gods refer to princes or judges.
Another passage that got the new spin was Deuteronomy 6:4,
which you quoted to me. But the statement ''The Lord our God is
one Lord" simply refers to the unique covenant relationship between Jehovah and Israel. A parallel statement would be for me to
say, "Elder Hahn, your correspondent, is one Elder Hahn," which
would be perfectly correct. There are about 60,000 other missionaries out there, and over 10,000,000 Latter-day Saints, but I would
expect that I'm the only Elder Hahn with whom you are corresponding. In like manner, whatever other divine beings might live
in eternal worlds, Jehovah was the only God with whom Israel had
such a relationship.
And that brings us around to the Isaiah passages which form
the backbone of your argument for "absolute monotheism." My
brother's sources (and he quoted a lot of them, mostly non-LOS)
showed that biblical Judaism was henotheistic or monarchistic;
rather than believing that God was utterly unique and alone, they
pictured him as the ruler of a myriad of other similar beings. The
meetings of the sons of God in Job 1:6 and Job 2:1 are "representative," to use your word, of this picture. So when we look at
what Isaiah reports, how is it different?
You quoted Isaiah 43:10 as follows (p. 57):
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Ye are my witnesses, saith the Lord, and my servant
whom I have chosen: that ye may know and believe me,
and understand that I am he: before me there was no
God formed. neither shall there be after me.
There are three rather glaring things about this passage. First
that the Lord is talking about Gods being "formed," Idols, which
are false gods, are "formed." or made by hand. The Lord is
clearly saying that no God is ever "formed," either before him or
after him, and yet, idols get formed all the time. Clearly idols.
being formed, are not Gods.
Second, and following from this. we can understand that when
the Lord speaks of Gods, he does not mean idols; for these are not
Gods. If we find other instances in which the Lord speaks of Gods
but does not clearly signal that they are false gods, or idols, then
he is probably talking about something else.
Third, we have to get a handle on what is meant by "before
me" and "after me." One point on which you and I agree is that
the Lord has always existed and always will. Thus norhing happened before him, because he always was, and nothing will happen
after him, because there is no after with regard to him. Thus if
there were to be other Gods. this passage tells us that they would
neither be his predecessors nor his successors; they would have to
be his "contemporaries."
This, therefore most assuredly does not cancel out eternal
progression, since, come the day that you enter into your exaltation. the Lord will still be 'here-he will not come to an end so
that you can come "after" him. On this, more later.
On page 57 you also quoted Isaiah 44:6-8 thus:
Thus saith the Lord the King of Israel, and his redeemer the Lord of hosts; I am the first, and I am the
last; and beside me there is no God. And who, as I, shall
call, and shall declare it, and set it in order for me, since
I appointed the ancient people? and the things that are
coming, and shall come, let them show unto them. Fear
ye not, neither be afraid: have not I told thee from that
time, and have declared it? ye are even my witnesses. Is
there a God beside me? yea, there is no God; I know
not any.
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The key word in all this is beside, but this is used to translate a
Hebrew word that could just as well be rendered "apart from" or
"away fro m" or even "not associated with" or "i n preference
to." So while the passage in English looks pretty uncompromisingly monotheistic, it would be hard to make the same argument
from "don' t have any God in preference to me." This looks a
whole lot more "monarch istic," as my brother would put it. Baal,
Molech , and Astoreth are not gods because they are apart from
the Lord and their worshipers preferred them ahead of Yahweh.
But again, the real thru st of this passage is to emphasize, not
the Lord's unique aloneness, but his unique covenant relation ship
with Israel. And in fact there is an element here that makes "s tri ct
monothe ism" impossible to maintain, since the Lord refers to
himself in verse 6 as "the first , and ... the last." This crossreferences nicely to no less than four places in Revelat ion (see
Revelation 1:8, II ; 21:6; 22:13) that make it abundantly clear that
Jesus is the "first and the last" in these passages. These passages,
taken together, are strong support for the LOS view that Jesus is
Jehovah, the God of the Old Testament, in which case he can't
poss ibly be excluding the Father in what he is saying. This, after
all, is a pe rsonal title that he is using. But even if you take the
sectarian view that jehovah is the Father, you would have to agree
that he can't be excluding Jesus.
And when Isaiah quotes God as say ing, "Is there a God beside
me? yea, there is no God; I know not any," does that mean that
Jesus does not know hi s Father? Or that the Father does not know
Jesus? 1 rather think that they do know each other.
I know that you argued this point yourself, trying to say that
the Father and the Son are not separate beings. This, if I may say
so, is another exam ple of forcing a verse to conform to your presuppositions; for if John 17 means anything at al l, it means that
Jesus is not hi s Father-and that his followers can or should have
the same kind of unity that Jesus and hi s Father enjoy, Thus whatever Jesus meant when he said that he and his Father are "one" is
something that can also appl y to all Christian s. So I ask you: if
you got all the Christians in the world in one place and excluded
everybody else, how wou ld the total number of "beings" present
compare with the total number of Christians? I daresay they would
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be equal. All Christians are separate beings. but united, they are

one-thus it is with the Father and the Son.
From the New Testamenl we learn that Jesus is fully divine.
I'm sure I don't need to quote passages to prove that. And he
always either addresses his Father in the second person (in prayer)
or refers to him in the third person (in conversations with others).
He makes no confusion in person or number in his discourses.
Bul in the Old Testament, Jehovah is calling himself "I "-first
person, singular-and insisting that he is in some way unique.
Shall we conclude a contradiction? Do we insist that Jesus isn't
really God in order to preserve the "strict monotheism" that you
see in this passage? Or do we accept that Jesus and the Father are
truly both divine beings and that Jehovah (whichever one he be) is
saying something that does not exclude the other members of the
Godhead? I vote for the laller. Apart from anything else, it seems
more-Christian, for want of a beuer word.
You also gave the following quotations (p. 58), which 1 here
reproduce in full:
I am the Lord, and there is none else, there is no
God beside me: I girded thee, though thou hast not
known me: That they may know from the rising of the
sun, and from the west, that there is none beside me. I
am the Lord, and there is none e lse. (Isaiah 45:5-6)
For thus saith the Lord that created the heavens;
God himself that formed the earth and made it; he hath
established it, he created it not in vain, he formed it to
be inhabited: I am the Lord; and there is none else.
(Isaiah 45: 18)
And there is no God else beside me; a just God and a
Saviour; there is none beside me. Look unto me, and
be ye saved, all the ends of the earth: for I am God, and
there is none else. (Isaiah 45:21-22)
Remember the former things of old: for I am God,
and there is none e lse; I am God, and there is none like
me, declaring the end from the beginning. and from
ancient limes the things that are not yet done, saying,
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My counsel shall stand, and I will do all my pleasure,

(Isaiah 46:9-10)
I especially like the quotation from Isaiah 45:21, wherein the
Lord calls himself a "Saviour," And when in Isaiah 43:11 he insists that he is the only Savior, then according to your reasoning,
that means that the Savior, "Christ the Lord," announced to the
shepherds in the field near Bethlehem can be only one person.
But that is aside from the subject at hand: is Jehovah alone in
the heavens or not? It is possible to read these Isaiah passages in
isolation, and draw that conclusion. but the only trinitarian doctrine that could survive this interpretation is modalism-and you
made it clear that you don't believe that.
If we read these chapters in their entirety, it is clear that the
Lord is contrasting himself to idols-the false gods that men
foolishly worship. I like your phrase, "the trial of the false gods."
The Lord is not rejecting true Gods, if such there be, that nobody
on earth worships because they are out of our reckoning. Isaiah
46, for instance, starts off by talking about Bel and Neboburdens to their worshipers. Isaiah 44 describes men cutting down
trees and making a barbecue with part of the wood and an idol
with the other part. But nowhere in all of this does Jehovah say, " I
have no divine Father" or "1 have no divine son," which lets both
of us off the hook; what he says is something like "there is no
God to be preferred to me." Bel and Nebo are not Gods, they are
just earthbound, useless man-made objects that never enter into
the Lord's presence.
Do you understand that we perfectly well accept the statements
in the Bible about the "gods of the nations" (Psalm 96:5)? Such
"gods" have nothing whatsoever to do with any LOS teaching.
The countless divine beings to which Elder McConkie gives a
wave of his hand are not the "gods of the nations" and have
nothing whatever to do with this earth and its heavens.
Now I could go on (and on and on), but I won't. The Important things that we discover are:
LOS doctrine is not polytheistic. It is not as strictly monotheistic as Islam or modern Judaism either-but then, neither is
"mainstream" Christianity.
The Bible passages most commonly used to argue "pure
monotheism" are as hard on mainstream creedal trinitarianism as
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they are on LDS precreedal trinitarianism. You will certainly
throw your baby out with our bath water if you insi st on your quite
uncompromising-and somewhat blinkered-reading of the Bible
passages.
Moving along: as 1 pointed out, the belief that God wa.~ once a
man is not doctrine, because it is not found in any binding or
authoritative source. Having said that, I must add that moS! or all
of us do believe it, but we don', claim to know how that state of
affairs came to be, or if he has a Heavenly Father of his own, or
the particulars of how God came to be God. But let me make it
clear [hal we do not think of God as just "the guy who got the lOp
job." He is far more than that. LOS writings about God, from the
earliest period down to today, uniformly regard him in the most
reverent and worshipful terms . Thus, contrary to your rather cavalier treatment of the subject, Isaiah 29:16 does not describe our
view of God at all; hence, the passage does not refute our view.
Your claim that God "is the Creator of ... everything in the
universe, including time itself' (p.60) is one that I do not find
support for, either in the passages you have cited or in any other
scriptures. I cannot imagine where you got it from, unless it was
from the Greek philosophy that you say has no influence on
Christian thought. God is eternal because he has always existed in
time, and always will do so, not because he exists in a state that is
somehow outside of the time process. In fact, each and every time
we talk about God's doing something (such as creating the earth),
we describe his bringing about a stale of affairs that did not exist
before his intervention and which did exist afterwards. God's
actions happen in time. Therefore he is operating within time. He
is "eternal" becau se he continues forever; there is no future time
when he will not exist, and there was no past time when he was not
around.
The statement you quote from Jeremiah 23:24 that God
" fil1[ s] heaven and earth" (p. 61) does not grab me as meaning
that he personally occupies all of the space therein. It seems rather
to say that he "fills" those places just as I fill thi s page, or as you
might fill a suitcase when you pack it-by placing other things in
them. And the other Jeremiah passage (you referenced 10: lOon
p. 61, but it's actually 10: 11 ) is yet again referring to idols (as
verses 9 and 10 make plain)-false gods that created nothing and
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that will "perish from the earth, and from under Ihese hea vens"
(emphasis added). True Gods aren't on the earth , and no other
celeslial beings are mentioned or even considered in this passage.
Vou argue that "Man likes to attempt to make God in man's
image" (p. 59). This may be true. but it is also unnecessary. since
God got there first, making man in his own image. In fact it is significant that whenever God appears to man, he is in human form.
This is consistent, from the time that the Lord, in company with
two unnamed others, appeared before Abraham (see Genesis 18),
to the time that Moses, Aaron, Nadab, Abihu, and seventy others
saw the God of Israel (see Exodus 24:9-11), to the appearance of
the risen Lord before John on Patmos (see Revelation I: 13- 16).
And lei us not forget the appearance of the Father and the Son to
Joseph Smith in the spring of 1820. Vou say, "The God of the
Bible will not allow himself to be put into human categories"
(p. 60), but one of two things is happening here: either he is going
to the lrouble of appearing human (as the Gnostics said of
Christ)-in which case he wants us to think of him that way-or
else he appears that way because he really is that way-that is,
human form is hi s "native" form.
You argue further that "the God of Mormonism did not, 10
reality, creale all things" (p.6 1), to which I respond, "all whal
things?" I venture to say that he did in fact create "all things "
that were within the knowledge of the authors of the Bible and,
indeed, that are within the know ledge of modern science, including astronomy. For Ihe idea of God as merely the God of Ihis little
planet is a silly anti-Mormon caricalure that comes right oul of the
firSl-grade textbook of the Ed Decker School of Nonsense Polemics. Please don't trot it out again. The real "God of Mormonism" says this about his crealions: "worlds without number have I
created; and ... by the Son I created them" (Moses 1:33).
True, he did not create the elements. But then, the Bible never
says that he did. Genesis 1: \-2 makes il clear that at the commencement of the creation, the earth was chaos without form . It
explicitly does lIot say that God created the chaos before he
started organizing it. That doesn't mean that God couldn't have
done so, but it does mean that you absolutely cannot argue a
creat ion elt nihilo from the Bible; it is not Ihere. It comes from
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that Greek philosophy that YOll insist does nOI influence Christian
thought, and it comes from no other source.
You seem to feel that you have proved your case about whm
God is really like . You also seem to think you have refuted, with
the use of the Bible, " the Mormon concept of God," You

haven'l, si mply because you haven', really understood it. If you
were to get your LOS theo logy from authoritative LDS sources.
instead of from specu lati ve works such as The Seer, or antiMormon sources such as Th e God Makers. Ihen you would be in a
position to c ritique the real thing and not just the caricature. But
then, 1 suspect the real thing might nOI prove such an easy target.
Not being made of straw, it might prove rather harder to demolish.
Mr. White, if you really want to have a dialogue, then 1 s incerely suggest that you put away your anti·Mormon hooks. Do
not let this sort of propaganda blind you to the truth that is found
within the restored gospel of Jesus C hrist. We know t hat it is possible for willful men to find all manner of criticis ms agai nst the
Lord's church and kingdom. They did it in Jesus' lifetime, so o f
course they will do it again now. Can you understand that this
does not faze us at all?
Your d iscuss io n of the passages of scri ptu re that you an tici·
pate in response is interesting, if a little presumptuous. Nevertheless, it is good to know that you are aware of them . You quoted
I Corinthians 8:4-6 thu s:
As concerning therefore the eating of those things
that are offered in sacrifice unlo idols, we know Ihal an
idol is nothing in the world. and that there is none other
God but one. For though there be that are call ed gods,
whether in heaven or in eart h, (as t here be gods man y,
and lords many,) But 10 us there is but one God, the
Father. of whom are all things. and we in him ; and o ne
Lord Jesus Christ, by who m are all th ings, and we by
him. (p.64)
You argue that since Paul is talk ing about whether it reall y
maIlers if Christians eat meat that has been offered to idols or not,
the "gods" and " lords" he refers to are simply ido ls. I agree that
the context of thi s passage is a discussion of the issue of eating
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meat offered to idol s. But that in no way abrogates Paul 's right to
make an obiter dicta comment about another topic.
Verse 6 makes it clear that Paul sees that the Father and the
Son have di ffe rent roles, and further, that the Father is the "one
God" on hi s own, while the Son is "one Lord" in a manner
somehow separate from the Father. He is clearly not saying that
the one God cons ists of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost; for Paul,
the one God is the Father, and Jesus is someone else.
This doesn' t mean that you can't hold a different view, but if
you do, then you will either have to deal with Paul 's view on this
matter, or else admit that the Bible is not your only source of enlighte nment on the subject of the Godhead.
But the verse you have focused on is verse 5, where Paul says,
"For though there be that are called gods, whether in heaven or in
earth, (as there be gods many, and lords many)," and you argue
that these "gods many and lords many" are exclusively and only
idols. I'm afraid that thi s verse doesn't take you all the way there.
To start with, Paul says that those "that are called gods" are
"in heaven or in earth ." As we discussed previously, idols exist
only on earth. So when Paul distinguishes between two groups of
beings "t hat are called gods," the one group in heaven and the
other on eart h, he is making a clear distinction between those that
are rightly called gods-those that dwell in heaven-and those that
are wrongly so called, that are only on the earth. Thus Paul can
add "(as there be gods many, and lords many,) But to us there is
but one God, the Father . .. and one Lord Jesus Christ" (emphasis
added). Paul clearly has no problem with the existence of divine
beings other than the Father and the Son, but he is clear they are
not anything to us.
Your introduction of other translation s of this passage is yet
another vote of no confidence in the Bible we use. But those
translations dramatically illustrate the translation problem I mentioned in my fir st two letters. Consider the NIV renderin g you
quoted: "Fo r even if there are so-called gods, whether in heaven
or on earth (as indeed there are many 'gods' and many
' lord s') ." What the KJV renders "that are called," the NIV gives
as "so-ca lled ." They both look sy nonymous to me, but "soca lled" carries an implicat ion of fal seness that the KJV does not
show. Can you guarantee that Paul' s own words conveyed this
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implication? The giveaway in this translation is the quotation
marks around gods and lord.\' in the pare nthetical portion. Do yo u
expect me to believe that any accepted Greek manuscript uses
quotation marks 10 imply fa lseness? Do they use them at all? Or
indeed any form of punctuation? The quotation marks are clear
indications not of the actual meaning of the text but of the translato rs' ow n preferences.
Your di scussion of the stoning of Stephen is, to be fair, a good
and intelligent attempt to view thi s event from a mainstream pe rspect ive. However, I don't think you make your casco While some
people might imagine that Jesus is actually standin g upon hi s Father's hand. I think it is clear that Stephen is talking about the
ri ght· hand side. You argue that this refers to "the position of
power and authority," and that may indeed be what is inte nded,
but Stephen clearly said that he saw Jesus "on the ri ght hand of
God"-that is, whatever " pos iti on of power and authority" Jesus
occupied, it was a defini te spatial position with relat io n to another
person. How, I might ask, is it possible to stand to the ri ght of
someone o r somethin g that is everywhere? That which has no
boundaries also has no right or left side. Whatever Stephen saw,
Jesus was standing on the right of the picture.
In support of your interpretation, you argue that "God is
spirit, and a spirit does not have flesh and bones." But you seem
to have forgotten some of you r own rules about reading scriptures. Stephen was neither praising God nor declaring deep truth s,
both of which si tuations may call for a cerlain "poetic license";
he was describing, in plain a nd simple language, what he saw.
Eyewitness testimony takes precedence over sy llogisms.
I shall save my discussion of Joh n 4:24 for another le tter.
I must say, I did enjoy your minidi scourse on the subject of
idolatry, even if it was a lillie bit pointed (i.c., in my direction).
You said, "One ca n make a god out of a lmost anything: As
someone put it- some people get up in the morning and shave
their god in the mirror. othe rs get into their god and drive it to
work, while others sit in front of their god fo r hours each ni g ht
and simpl y watch it. Idolatry is a li ve and well today" (p. 64). That
is true. And, may I humbly point out, placing the Word ahead of
the Speaker-puuing the Bible before the One who revealed the
truths contained therein-is a lso a form of idolatry.
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Now, thi s letter is already too long. but I did promise to menlion some of the problems attendant upon the idea of an absolute ly unchanging God. So let us cons ider these briefly.
The first question I would ask you to consider is this: if a rational being chooses 10 do something. knowing the consequences
of that action. is it not logical to conclude that that being inlends
to bring those consequences about? This question is important,
because you seem to believe that God created eac h one of us in a
consc ious, deliberate, and rational act of creation. But you also
believe that God's foreknowledge is abso lute and un ch anginghe always knew what he knows now about the future. He therefore
knew, at the moment he created Hitler, of the death and mi sery
that Hitler wou ld bring into the world. As an absolutely free being,
God cou ld have chosen not to create Hitler. And he presumably
made the same choice with Stalin. Pol Pot, and other ghastly murderers. In each case his cho ice was rational, absolutely free, and
undertaken in full and pe rfect foreknowl edge of the consequences, but he did creale them. Since he cou ld have chosen not
to, and thus prevented World War 11. the Holocaust, the Gulags,
and the Killing Fields, is it not logical to conclude that he caused
those catastrophes to happen?
Take it one step further; we believe that Satan was once one of
the premortal sons of God, but that he rebelled and was cast out.
You ev ident ly believe that God knowingly and perspicac iously
created Satan-again, with full foreknowledge of the consequences. God could have chosen not to create Satan-but he did
create him; as a result of that choice, there is evil in the world.
Your theology leads to the inescapable conclusion that God is personall y and immediately responsible, if not for individual evil acts,
then for the ex istence of evil. It is here because God chose that it
shoul d be here.
So, is evil good? Obv ious ly not. Is God good? I think that yo u
would ag ree with me Ih at, in a moral sense, God is good. He always and only chooses good over evil. But your theo logy has a
free, rational, powerful, and morally good being knowingly
bringing evil into existence. He cou ld prevent evil simply by
choos ing to create men and women who would always exercise
their free will to do good and never evil , but he chooses otherwi se.
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This is, of course, a bit of an old chestnut, but it doesn't go
away; we keep meeting skeptics who throw it up at us. Of course
we go back to agency, and of course they say, "why couldn't
God just crcate people who would freely choose to only do
good?" They expect Ihis question to stump us. In fact. it doesn't.
The " problem" of evil is not a problem for LOS theology; it is
only a problem for those theologies that are influenced by platonic ideas.
But indeed, it is actually questionable whether God, if he was
exactly as you view him, could do anything at all. You insist that
God is self-existent, outside of time, and not limited in any way by
his creation. Above, I argued thai since God's aClS in the world
happen in time, he must be also within the time process. This is
because his actions happen at a specific time; Israel gets trapped
by the Egyptian army, and right then God parts the Red Sea. He
did not part it the previous month or the following week or in
1973 during the Yom Kippur war; his timing was perfect. BUI
even if he had parted it at any of those other times, the fact re·
mains that that is an act Ihat takes place entirely in time. If God
was outside lime, as you claim, how would that be possible?
And even if he was within time. could he still do anything?
Action always requires a decision . You said to me that God never
changes his mind. That means that he cannot make a decision,
since a decision is a change of mind. If God can't decide to do
anything, how can he then do it?
And not only how, but why? If God is not limited in any way
by his creation, then he is not dependent on it for anything. He is
not God because we worship him; we worship him because he is
God. He is wholly "other"-you said so-and so he doesn't
need us for anything, right?
So why did he create us? He must have had a reason to create
us, because he is rational and not capricious. Bu' what reason
could that be? He doesn' t depend on us for anything, remember?
Not even his emotional states, right? If God went to the trouble of
c reating us- however little trouble that might be for an omnipo·
lent being- then he must have wanted to do so. And creating us
sat isfied that want. He is, therefore, happier with us around. We
make him happier. Or, to put it another way, we influence his
ability to be happy-we move him, if you like.
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But we just couldn't move a God who was an abstract bundle
of platonic absolutes, could we?
Well, this letter is far longer than it should have been. But I
want you to understand that there are strong, rational critici sms for
every bel ief under heaven. You cannot arrive at absolute truth by
human means-reading, studying, and discussion-only. There is
a way [0 know for certain what God really wants of you. All you
have [0 do is humble yourself in prayer before him. Read the
Book of Mormon, ponder it in your heart, and ask him in sincere
prayer if it is true. I testify that he wi ll answer your prayer.
As always, your friend.
Elder Hahn
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Letter S: What Think Ye of Christ?
Dear Mr. White,
Thank you for writing a letter of manageable length . Since
you seem determined to continue to try to teach me LOS doctrine,
despite my continued requests that you leave that 10 me, perhaps
you would be so kind as to confine yourself to official, canonical
sources-namely, the four standard works.
You do not seem to notice when I correct your misconceptions about OUf teachings. For example, in Ihis letter you say, "as
you know, in Mormon belief. the Father and the Son are separate
and distinct individuals, and separate and distinct gods" (p. 68).
As I know and have tried to explain 10 you, it is indeed OUf doctrine that the Father and the Son are separate and distinct indi·
viduals. But "separate and distinct gods"? With a small g? That
doesn't sound very much like our belief. As I said in my last let·
tert God the Father, his Son Jesus Christ, and the Holy Ghost are
three separate and distinct divine beings. You can call them
"Gods" if you want. But they are united in purpose, in thought,
and in power; in all things they act as one. Therefore it is entirely
correct to call them "one God." And that is pretty much how we
generally think of them.
The fact that some passages in the Bible use the construct
"Jehovah Elohim," thus giving the Father's name to the Son as
well (see p. 70), does not even begin to be a problem for me. I
don't know about you, but I also use my father's name. I suspect
that you probably do, too. One of the things a son almost always
inherits is his father's name.
I must say that I have read the talk by Elder McConkie that
you give little excerpts from. Once again, I do not know if you are
making this argument on your own, or if it comes from others. If
the latter, I would once again earnestly invite you to put away
your anti· Mormon books and get the truth from the source.
If the argument is your own work, then I must be blunt with
you: I have read the entire talk. and you are not using it responsi·
bly. In his talk Elder McConkie was addressing a particular devel·
opment that was happening at Brigham Young University at the
time. My brother was studying there then, and some students had
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decided that their relationship with Jesus was so "spec ial" that
they could ignore the other members of the Godhead. They felt
that, instead of praying to the Father in the name of the Son, they
could pray to Jesus in his own name. This was contrary to our
doctrine (see Coloss ians 3: 17) and a departure from correc t
teach in g~a heresy, if you will-and it fell to Elder McConkie to
correct it. He was absolutely not saying that Latter-day Saints do
not or should not have a personal relati onship with Jesus Christ.
He was saying that there is no such relationship that excl udes the
ot her members of the Godhead. If you are tryi ng to make his
words mean somethin g else, then the most charitable thing I can
say about your attempt here is that it is very tendentious and tends
to cast doubt on your sincerity.
While on this subject, I can't help pointing out that apostles
are often called upon to do just what Elder McConkie did~thal is,
correct false teachings. That's why Paul and James look like they
were disagreei ng with each other, when they really weren' t-Paul
was correct ing some "J udaizers," while James needed 10 sel some
"A ntino mi ans" straight. Be honest fo r just a moment; couldn 't
your church use some li ving apostles once in a while?
With regard to you r Isaiah passages: please refer to my previous tetter. Although I was not thinking of the spec ific issues you
raise now, I think you will find that I have dealt with them anyway.
You say that it is "utterly impossible, on the basis of the Bible.
to distinguish between Jehovah and Elohim" (p. 7 1). I suggest
that it is a good deal more possible than you realize. For one
thing, it is clear that, although the terms Jehovah and Elohim are
often used together in the Old Testament. they are not always used
interchangeably. For example. while there are many instances
where expressions such as "sons of God" or "sons of the most
High" appear in the Old Testament, I have never seen even one
reference to "sons of the Lord" or "sons of Jehovah."
For another thing, I notice that you rely almost exclusively on
the Old Testament This is interesting, because as a Christian I
wou ld expect you to regard the New Testament as somewhat more
defi nitive as far as your faith is concerned. When we look at the
New Testament, what do we find?
The first thing we notice is that it quotes the Old Testament all
over the place. (If Jerald and Sandra Tanner were Jewish anti-
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Christians in stead of Protestant anti-Mormons, they would have a
fie ld day "provi ng" that the New Testament simply "p lagiarizes" the Old.) And the quotat ions from the O ld Testame nt are
translated into G reek .
How does Jehovah appear in the G reek New Testament? As
Kyrios. T his gets trans lated as "Lord" in English.
How does Elohim appear in the Greek New Testament? As
Theos---especially Ho Theos. This. of course, gets translated as
"God" in Eng li sh.
Of cou rse the same words appear in many places in the New
Testament that are not me rely quotations from the Old. And you
wi ll fi nd that Lord usua ll y refers to Jesus-especiall y after his resurrection-wh ile Cod usually refers to the Father.
As 1 menti oned in my lasl Icllcr: in a number of places in your
favor ite Old Testament book, Isaiah, the Lord announces that he is
the one and o nly Savior (see Isaiah 43:3, I I; 45: 15). And when
the angel appeared to the shepherds in the field outs ide Beth lehem. he said to them, "For unto you is born thi s day in the c ity of
David a Sav iour, whic h is Chri st the Lord" (Luke 2: I I).
Now we may never reall y know what the angel's words were in
the orig in al Aramaic, but it seems reasonab le that it wou ld be
something like, "a Sav ior, who is the anointed Jehovah."
But don't j ust take Luke's word for it. In John 1: 1-2 we read,
"In the beg inning was the Word, and the Word was with God, a nd
the Word was God. The same was in the beg inning with God."
My brother exp lained that the fi rst and third "God" in thi s passage comes from Greek Ho Theos- the God-w hil e the seco nd
occurrence was simply Theos. So this cou ld be rendered, " In the
begin ni ng was the Word, and the Word was with The God, and the
Word was God. The sa me was in the begin ning with The God ."
Now we know that Jesus is the Word- I' m sure I don't even
have to me ntion verse 14, because you're probably way ahead of
me here. So Jesus is "God," and in the beg inni ng he was with
"The God." So who is "The God?"
Whi le we ponder thi s, have a look at verse 3: "A ll Ihings were
made by him; and without him was not any thing made that was
made." That's pretty defin ite. isn' , it? The Word (a) was God, (b)
was with T he God in the begin ning, and (c) made everyt hing.
He's stan ing to sound very much like the Old Testament Jehovah,
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with what you could call a "Christian spin ." (It has just occurred
to me, at this point in our discussion, that John would probably
make a better Mormon than he would a Baptist.)
It seems pretty clear that, according to John, in the beginning
Jesus was God in :wrne sense and was with another being who can
be identified as "The God." You have pointed out that Elohim
basically means "The God," so this looks like a good match; the
other being, "The God," is Elohim. And what does Jesus do, in
the beginning, while he is with Elohim? He creates "all things."
You've made a pretty strong case from the Old Testament that
Jehovah created all things, so we've got another good match.
On another occasion, Jesus was speaking with the Pharisees
and told them that Abraham had rejoiced to see his day. They responded that he was too young to have seen Abraham. He answered, "Verily, veri ly, 1 say unto you, Before Abraham was, 1
am" (Joh n 8:58). This cross-references back to Exodus 3: 14,
wherein Jehovah tells Moses that his name is "I Am."
Now there are three possible ways to understand this statement. Jesus could be saying, "I'm a lot older than I look; I'm
actually older than Abraham," to which the Jews would likely respond, "he's cracked, this guy." Or he cou ld have meant, "Jehovah li ved before Abraham," to which they would probably say,
"your point being?" Or, he could be saying "I am Jehovah, who
lived before Abraham," at which point they would respond as
they did two chapters later, when he called himself the Son of
God- they would pick up stones. And in fact this is precisely what
they did do (see John 8:59), clearly showing how they understood
this statement; Jesus was claiming for himself the personal name
of Jehovah-and this despite the fact that he always distinguished
himself from his Father.
Yes. Jesus is Jehovah. And in making his covenant with Israel,
through Moses. he did indeed command them to worship
him-that was basic to the covenant. But when he was on the earth
as a mortal. Jesus med iated a new covenant and deflected all worship to his Father-despite the fact that it was his due. And so \\Ie
do as he taught, praying to the Father in his name, instead of to
Jesus.
Near the end of your discourse on Jehovah as the Father. you
make the following accusation: "You have a god before Jehovah,
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Elder Hahn! Your Mormon beliefs are caus ing you to break the
very first commandment of God himse lf! " (p. 72),

And there's that small g again! I don't often get to see log ic
Ihi s bad, so I feel pri vi leged to have secn this one. Can't you sec
the fallacy in thi s argument? You have gone to a whole lot of
troubl e to show that Jehovah is the Father. If you are right about
that. and we are wrong, then we have indeed been worshiping Jehovah all along. and just didn't know it. On the ot her hand, if we
are right and you are wrong, then Je hovah himself has co mmanded us to worship the Father in his name. If! Ileither case arc
we breaking the first commandment.
There is absolutely no doubt at all in my mind that if we were
in fact directing our worship to the Son, on the basis of hi s be in g
Jehovah, you would argue (and with sli ghtl y better logic) that we
were breaking the first commandment on the basis of your co n ~
clusion that Jehovah is the Father. Thus, whichever member of the
Godhead we gave priority to in worship. you would still make the
same accusation.
I have often wondered how it is that people can think it so si n ~
ful of us to understand verses of scripture differently from them.
Thank you for showing me how it works.
Mr. White. if believ ing that it is a si n to be a Mormon he lps
you sleep better at night, then don't let me stop you. Just don' t
try to convince me with such fee ble arguments.
Now. you brought up the endowment ceremony. You are right
that it is sacred, and we will not be discussing it. That is not to say
that we cannot discuss the doctrines it contains, since those doc~
trines are full y and clearly attested in the sc riptures-i ncludin g.
but not limited to. the Biblc.
And so, referring back to John I :3, we see again that "a ll
things were made by him (Jesus}; and without him was not a ny
thing made that was made."
This fits in nicely with I Corinthians 8:6 which says : "B ut to
us there is but one God, the Father, of whom are all things, and we
in him; and one Lord Jesus Christ, by whom are all things, and we
by him. " Jesus clearly has a very signifi cant part to play in the
creation; in fact. it seems that he did it himself. Now if it happens
that he had others ass ist ing him in that work-in the nature of o ne
o r more subordinates who worked under his direction-then does
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that diminish his right to claim the work as his? Not at all. If an
architect can say "I built this building" when it was really built
by a couple hundred sweaty-looking guys in hard hats operating
big machines, or if a conductor can say, "Now 1 will play
Finlandia" and then wave his baton at seventy-five other people
who actually produce the sound, then surely the Lord can say, .. I
created everythin g" even if others were also involved.
Now, I have read the passages you referred me to, namely
Isaiah 6:9; Acts 28:25- 26; Exodus 4: II ; and I Corinthians
12:10-11 (see p. 73), and 1 find nothing therein that identifies the
Father as Jehovah. Nor do I find anything that identifies the Holy
Ghost as Jehovah. I realize that Acts 28 quotes Isaiah 6, and says
that it was the Holy Ghost who spoke those words to Isaiah, which
words he attributes to the Lord (not in capitals, incidentally) but
why should n' t he? If the Holy Ghost tells a prophet something,
then that something is the word of the Lord. The Holy Ghost is
preeminently a messenger, and as such speaks on behalf of the
Father and the Son. Throughout the ancient world, the concept of
the royal messenger who speaks in the name and with the authority of the king is widespread and firmly established. The Holy
Ghost can be readily understood in that context. It does not enhance our understanding of scripture either to impose our cultural
models on the ancients or to ignore their cultural models-which
is precisely what you do when you try to superimpose your postNicene understanding of the Trinity on passages that were written
by men who had no such notions.
Thank you for at last getting to a discussion of your own beliefs-in dealing with the Trinity-instead of merely denigrating
mine. Once we get down to the clear biblical teac hings about the
Godhead, we can help individuals such as yourself understand
why Bible believers such as myself do not believe in such unsc riptural and man· made notions as the Trinity.
By the way, do you find that last sentence condescending and
a little hackle-raising? I' m not surprised; I lifted it straight out of
you r letter (see p. 75).
I counted over 4,300 words in your letter; of these, only the
last portion-the portion on the Trinity, a mere 842 words-actually conveyed your own beliefs in any positive way. The remain·
der, the bulk of your letter, was nothing more than an attack upon
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my beliefs. I wonder- why is this so? As missionaries . we encounte r people of many creeds and denomin ations. We fin d no
need to undermine the ir beliefs before presenting the message o f
the Church of Jesus ChriSI of Lauer-day Saints to them. O ur message is entire ly positive and not at all negative. If we were to devote e ighty percent of ou r teach ing to attacking what others
believe, as you have done, OUf mi ss ionary discussions woul d have
to be increased in le ngth by a factor of fi ve.
Now to the question at hand . I thank you for your ex pl anati on
of the Trinity, since it is the clearest and most concise exp lanation
I have seen. For all that, il is sti ll a little fu zzy aro und the edges,
bUI it is still a lot c learer than anyone else has ever been able to
ex plain it to me.
Once again. as I have said before. we are not po lythe ists. Perhaps. though. we are co ming down to the nub of where we di ffer.
since you clearly believe that the Trinity is o ne be ing. cOnlain ing
three persons. while we believe that the Godhead contai ns th ree
beings. eac h of whom is a person.
I don't want to get involved in a beat-up on the Jehovah' s
Witnesses, altho ugh 1 would poin t out that they arrive at their conclusions in exactly the same way you do-by readi ng the Bi ble as
the o ne and o nly source of doctrin al authority. But since you
brought up the subject of subord ination ism, 1 would po int out that
there is a who le lot of biblical support fo r such a doctrine. I have
a lread y mentioned 1 Corinthians 8:6 twice. Let us look at anothe r
passage that says something qu ite simil ar: "For there is one God.
and one med iator between God and men, the man Chri st Jes us"
( I T imothy 2:5). Now, it is entire ly apparen t, yet again , that Paul
sees Jesus as someone separate from God . But more th an that, he
sees Jesus as the mediator between God and men. Now a med iator
between two parties is-indeed, must be-a third pan y. Ideall y.
such a mediator should be compl etely independe nt, but in a ny
event, he must be someone who is not panial to o ne side over the
othe r- he can' t be closer to one side than he is to the other. If he
was, the trust that makes him effecti ve wou ld be lost.
Now if God is supre me , then Jesus must in some respect or
other be somewhat less than supre me; for the underl ying sense o f
the word mediator is " in between." If I were to d raw a d iagram-of the type that you seem fo nd of-it might show God the
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Father "up there," us "down here," and Jesus in the middle.
That would probably be an oversimplification, though.
There are some other important passages that address this
point. One of these is John 5:19, wherein Jesus says, "The Son
can do nothing of himself, but what he seeth the Father do: for
what things soever he doeth , these also doeth the Son likewise." In
saying that he follows the Father's lead, Jesus is clearly proclaiming his subordinate status. But I also mention this passage because
the only coherent explanation of it that I have ever heard is that
God the Father once had a mortal life. I would be interested to
hear how you explain it; for Jesus explicitly says that he can do
nOlhin8 except what he has seen his Father do.
Matthew 28:18: "And Jesus came and spake unto them, saying, All power is given unto me in heaven and in earth" (emphasis
added). "All power" sounds pretty powerful, so you may wonder
why I bring this up in the first place; well, power that is given
comes from somebody else-somebody who has it to give in the
first place, somebody who therefore is more powerful.
John 14:28 says in part; "My Father is greater than I." This
needs no commentary.
John 20;21; "Then said Jesus to them again, Peace be unto
you; as my Father hath sent me, even so send I you." What could
be clearer than this? The Father sent Jesus, and Jesus obeyed; now
Jesus is sending the apostles in like manner. And the apostles went,
too, because they were subordinate to Jesus; just as Jesus went
where and when the Father sent him, because he was subordinate
to his Father.
First Corinthians 11 :3: "But I would have you know, that the
head of every man is Christ; ... and the head of Christ is God."
Skipping the "controversial" bit of that verse, only because it
does not relate to the subject at hand, this becomes another passage that needs no commentary. Christ is subordinate to the
Father.
Now once again, I had thought to talk a little about some other
issues in this letter, but I think I've made my point; using the
Bible, you have put forward a good case for your interpretation. I
believe that I have shown that the Bible also supports our interpretation, which is different from yours, to say the least. You
would clearly have me abandon my interpretation in favor of
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yours, but on what basis? Both are equally supportable from the
Bible, depending only upon one's presuppositions; so what is the
so lution?
Fortunately, there is a solu tion, and we've fou nd it. II is that
God has chosen to speak to his children again. He has raised up
prophets in ou r time and revealed his mind and will to them. He
has even c hosen to appear to some of them in person.
In Doctrine and Covenants 110:3-4 we read:
His eyes were as a flame of fire; the hair of his head
was white like the pure snow; his counlenance shone
above the brightness of the su n; and his voice was as
the sou nd of the rushing of great waters, even the voice
of Jehovah. say ing: ... 1 am he who li veth, I am he who
was slain ; I am your advocate with the Father.
For us, that settles the matter.
Now I don't expect it to sett le the matter for you, at least not
yet. 11 does for me, because I have a testimony of the restored
gospel; I know that the Doctrine and Covenants is the word of
God, just as the Bible is. And you can gain the same testimony.
But you will not find it in any books, nor in all the books in th e
world, for it is not the re. You can onl y gain it in personal commu ·
nication with your Father in Heaven.
Therefore I once again urge you to open your mind and your
heart. Put away your collection of anti·Mormon books. They are
of no value . Read the Book of Mormon and ponder what you
read. Then ask the Father in faith, nothing doubtin g. I testify that
you wi ll receive a sure witness and test imony that it is true. And
you will find, as I have, that this test imony will be able to withstand
all human calcu lations that are brought against it.
May you have a desire to seek the Lord's will.
Elder Hahn

W HITE. LEITERS TO A M ORMON EWER (MCG REGOR. SHIRTS)

147

Letter 6: The Prophet or the Lord
Dear Mr. White,
You said to me that "Any ki nd of rebuttal of what I had written 10 you would require more th an two sheets of paper. but I
could tell your letter contained no more than that" (p. 79).
This is getting con fu sin g. I sent you an eight-page letter, and
you seem 10 have received onl y two. You also quoted me as saying. "Your interpretation of these passages of the Bible lacks the
pro per authorization, the proper authori ty. God has restored the
priesthood authority upon the earth, and since God has always
operated through this means, and you do not have this authority,
you lack the proper means of interpretati on, and. therefore. the
proper understanding of the Bible" (pp . 79-80). I'm sorry. but I
honestly don' t remember saying that your interpretations were
wrong because you didn't have the priesthood. I have clearly misspoken if I said that.
So that there may be no misunderstanding, let me just say th at
priesthood authority is fl ot required to understand the scriptures
correctl y. Th at is not our doctrine. What is required is the gift of
the Holy Ghost, which is conferred by the laying on of hand s by
those who hold the priesthood . Without that gift. which is the
power by which the scriptures were given in the fi rst place (see
2 Timothy 3: 16; 2 Peter 1:20-21). we are left entirely to our own
dev ices and are guaranteed to get things wrong.
r would just like to menti on that my mother has been the Gospel Doctrine teacher in our ward fo r a lot of years, and her und erstand ing of the scriptures is widely respected. She doesn' t hold
the priesthood, and it has never occurred to any Latter-day Saint
that she shouldn' t be teaching the scriptures. We did have a Baptist family visit our ward who thought it was strange that a woman
should be teac hing, though.
T hope you will excuse me for the delay in replying to you. As
I believe I made clear in my second letter, I have only a very few
books with me. It was therefore necessary for me to write home to
get so me in formation relevant to the contents of your letter.
I have read your letter very carefully. I am sorry to say that I
find it very di sappointing, in more ways than one. 1 have asked
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you repeatedly to put away your ami-Mormon books and read the
Book of Mormon with an open mind . In thi s letter you have re lied
on those anti-Mormon books more than ever.
You say that my testimony of the gospel "stands in the way of
[my] acceptance of the true gospe l of Jesus Christ. Anything that
stands between a person and the gospe l must be dealt with-it
must be exposed by the light of truth. If this means ' Iea rin g
down' falsehoods. then so be it" (pp . 82-83),
This, if 1 may point out, is not the modus operandi of the ancient apost les . Consider the case of Paul, who look the gospel to
the gentiles. In Ephesus, the famous cu lt cen ter of the goddess
Diana (or Artemis), there was a confrontation with the devotees of
that goddess. Do I need to remind you that they, and not Paul o r
hi s companio ns, started the confrontati on? Must I labor the point
that all of the "tearin g down lof] fa lsehoods" was done by the
supporters of Diana? Is it lost On you that Paul never ollce attacked the worship of Diana in any way- not in hi s parting speec h
in Acts 20 and nOl in hi s long letter to the Ephesians? Would you
call me smug if I pointed out that we fo llow the examp le of Paul
as comp letely as you are followi ng the example of Paul's
e nemies?
You claim that you don't e njoy repeating slander agai nst the
good name of Joseph Smith, or trying to tear down my testimony
of his divine calling. I'm sorry, but try as I may, I can't find those
claims convi ncing . You describe the little bits of detail found by
professional anti-Mormon Wesley P. Walters as "ric h reward s."
With the air of a magician about to produce a rabbit, or a salesman
about to offer me a free set of steak knives, you say "t he re is
more ... much more" (p. 99). This, if I may say so, sounds like
you are rather enj oying yourself.
But let us get into the meat of the thing, and discover what
substance, if any, there is to your arguments that Joseph Smith is
to be rejected as a true prophet.
With regard to latter-day revelation, you say, "even if such a
thin g as latter-day revelation ex isted, it would not in any way supersede, or contradict, what the Bible says in the passages we have
examined" (p. 80, emphasis added). The first thing that leaps out
from this statement is the "even if' at the start. You reall y aren't
prepared to consider seriously the possibility that the Lo rd mi ght
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still want to speak to prophets, are you? Your mind is prelty firmly
made up on this point , isn't it?
The second thing is that not only must latter-day revelation
not contradict what has been revealed before, for you it cannot
even super.sede it . But that is precisely what new revelation does
do. Does Acts 15 supersede Leviticus, or not? If not, why don't
you li ve the law of Moses? If so, why can' t latter-day revelation
do the same?
It becomes clear aft er all that there is, for you, one source of
truth, and on ly one. It is the Bible. You pray to your Father in
Heaven, and I'm sure you are sincere , but you don't really expect
any answers to come from anywhere but the pages of your Bible.
That is your real god. That is the one you truly worship. That is
the one whose uniqueness you so fiercely defend,
And not only mu st any new revelation not supersede or co ntradict the Bible, it must full y agree with "the passages we have
examined." Not only is the Bible the only guide to all truth, but
you choose which texts to use as yardsticks. Shall we say that you
have set up a game in which we have to play on your fi eld, with
your equipment, accordin g to your rules-and with yourself as
the umpire? Or shall we say there is no god but the Bible, and
James White is its prophet?
You also said, "What Jesus revealed about God does not contradict what God had revealed befo re !" (p.80). I would be interested to hear you try to persuade a rabbi of that. Actually I agree
that Jesus did not teach anything that contradicted what had bee n
previously revealed. But it is only by taking the Old and New
Testaments together that this becomes clear. If a scholar takes the
Old Testament on its own and draws his conclusions from that,
together with the writings of others who have taken the same approach, and then approaches the New Testament with his co nclu sions already set, what is going to happen? Well, how many Jews
joined your church last year?
In this connection, you say, "By taking the LDS positIOn as
an a priori assumption, and then forcing the Bible into the mold
created by Mormon teaching, you are doing great injustice to the
teachings of the Bible" (p. 81). How is this different from taking
your preex ist ing interpretation of the Bible as an a priori assumption ? Couldn't a Jew accuse you of doing exactly the same thing
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with the New Testament-forcing the Old Testament inlo its
"mold"? And aren't you doing with the LDS sc riptures what yo u
would di sapprove of a l ew do ing with the New Testament, when
you demand that it exactly conform 10 what went before?
You further say:
You allege that my interpretation is "incomplete" because I lack so mething you have-in this case, fUriher
revelation from God. And I reply, if you have furth er
reve lation from God, it will be in perfect harmony with
what God has already revealed! As is plain to see, that
which you call revelation from God is nOl in harmo ny
with the Christian Scriptures, the Bible. (p. 8 1)

I' m sure I don't need to reiterate the problem I have when you
assu me that " the Christian Scriptures" exac tly eq ual the Bible.
Thi s is called "begg ing the question ."
Your examples of "contradict ions" I be lieve we already di s·
cussed in connection with your leiter on the nature of God. You
claim that the statement "The Father has a body of fl esh and
bones as tangible as man's" (D&C 130:22) contradicts a raft of
scriptures. Hosea 11 :9 says nothing at all about God having a
body; nc ither does 2 Chronicles 6:18 or Jere miah 23:24. Many
people casually assume that John 4:24 docs imply that God has no
body, for it says, "God is a Spirit; and they that worship him must
worship him in spirit and in truth." But if saying that God is a
spirit means that he can't have a body, then what are we to make
of Romans 8:9, wherein Paul tclls the Saints, " But ye are not in
the flesh, but in the Spirit, if so be that the Spirit of God dwell in
you"? Are Christians supposed to lose their bodies? Is that per·
haps what Jesus meant when he said that we were to worship God
" in spi rit and in truth" ? You seemed corporeal enough to me
when I met you last. Or is it possible that Paul meant that C hri s·
tian s can be "in the spirit" and still keep the ir bodies? If so, why
can' t God do that too? Or do you believe that such things are pos·
sible for us, but beyond him ?
The leaching that God has a body is authentically early Chris·
tian. Sf. Augustine turned hi s nose up at it, and eventually rewrote
it . I have already discussed the LDS doctrine of the plura lity of
Gods, whic h is also comfortab ly at home with ancient Christianity,
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but not with modem creedal Chri stianity. I shall simply say here
that the contradiction exists onl y in your mind.
Therefore your statement that I "take 'latter-day revelation'
to be superior to all else, and, if there is a contrad iction, you simply dismiss the teachings of the Bible in favor of LOS doctri ne"
(p.80) is simply untrue. You present it as though it were a case
of a comp letely uniform biblical message being rejected in favor
of latter-day revelation. In reality, latter-day revelation helps us
decide which of several possible interpretations of many Bible
passages to accept.
You go on to say that the "Mormon claim of latter-day revelation can be approached from many different angles" (p. 81).
You then mention some of those angles. Conspicuous by its
absence is the suggestion that one might try taking that claim seri ous ly and examine it on the basis that it might, after all, act ually
be true. I humbly venture 10 suggest that you cannot honestly say
that you have evaluated a truth claim until you have seriously considered the possib ility that it might actuall y be true. The fact that
you have not even thought that approach to be worthy of mention
among your li st of "ang les" is most revealin g.
The best possible "ang le" from which to approach the Latterday Sa int doctrine of cont inuing revelation, together with the new
scripture that it entails, is simply to ask: what if it is true? I find
your entire letter to be a (very) long list of excuses to reject modern reve lation without actually considering it. And from what you
have said, I lake it that there wi ll probably be more.
You introduce your ad hominem against Joseph Smith with
these words:
If your belief in Joseph Sm ith stands in your way of
findi ng a real relationship with Jesus Christ, 1 will do
whatever is necessary to remove that stumbling block,
simply because I care about you. I do not enjoy the
task-but laugh love often demands that we do that
which we do not like. (p. 83)
Now we know that in the Middle Ages, the dominant church
of the day used to take those who disagreed with its interpretations
and burn them for a crime they were pleased to call "heresy."
And they genuine ly believed that they were saving souls from
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hellfire. too. I'm certain a grand inqui sitor would wholeheartedly
agree with your dictum that "lough love often demands that we
do that which we do not like,"
At the same time, Jews were being forced to live in ghettos and
wear yellow stars of David. At one point the Jews were forced to
maintain, at their own expense, a house in eac h ghetto for those o f
their number who wanted to investigate the major Christian re ligion of the region. No dou bt the medieval anti-Semites would approve of the slogan that "tou gh love often demands that we do
that which we do not like,"
Coming down to what your "tou gh love" demands that you
do, it seems to be little more thun breaking your own rules. While
proclaiming the purity of your motives, you slip in the phrase
"deceptions of Mormon leaders such as Joseph Smith" almost
under my nose (p. 83, punctuation a ltered). But I spotted it anyway, as I also spotted you r claim that the e ffort s of othe rs who
slande red him were "noble." Very well, so in whm do these
"deceptions" consist?
It appears that Joseph Smith is a deceiver for telling the story
of the first vision. Be fore I come to that issue, I will take a moment
to discuss your cavalier treatmen t of the martyrdom of Joseph
Smith .
Your claim that " martyrs do not di e with a pi stol in their
hands fighting back" (p.86) comes entirel y from your own c ultural ass umptions. The di sti ngu ishin g featu re of a true martyr is
not pass ivity or pacifism, but his personal eyewitness testimony
which gets him into trouble, and which he never denies. Joseph
Smith claimed to see the Father and the Son. Yes, I know yo u
think you can exp lain it away, but the fact remains that he did
claim iI, and for that reason al one his enemies hounded him ,
schemed and pl otted against him, and finally achieved hi s death.
Do you genuine ly believe that Joseph Smith was murdered fo r
suppressi ng a scandal -mongering news paper? Others have done
the same, before and si nce, with perfect safety . If you ask any ten
Americans which was our greatest president, I'd be surpri sed if
fewer than eight of them named Abraham Lincoln. But he suppressed newspapers too, and he locked up hundreds of Americans
for years without due process of law, and that to cope with a danger far less than what Joseph Smith and the Latter-d ay Saints
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faced. For Lincoln was interested only in sav ing the Union as a
political ent ity; Joseph saw that his people were in real danger of
ex.terminati on . The mobs of bigots and fanatics that howled for
Joseph's blood were only appeased for a short time; in less than
two years the Saints were driven from Nauvoo at gunpoint, thanks
largely to the good offices of "Ch ristian" ministers.
But back to Joseph Smith. You claim , "I believe that I have al~
ready laid a suffic ien t foundation for the 'testing' of Jose ph
Smith as a prophet with regard to Deuteronomy 13 :1-5" (p.87).
That is the biblical passage that warns Israel to reject prophets if
they say, "Let us go after other gods, which thou hast not known,
and let us serve them" (v. 2)~something that Joseph Smith never
said . Joseph testified of the Father and the Son. Your jnterpreta tjons of Joseph's teachings differ from your interpretations of the
Bible passages of your choice, and by dint of such strained and
artificial methods you are able to take Joseph's clear call to
"come UniO Christ" as an invitation to follow after "other gods."
Is there anything that Joseph could say that would meet with your
approval?
You also add, "You and I have already discussed how ...
following the advice of such LDS leaders as Bruce R. McConkie
results in a direct violation of the very first commandment of
God!" (p.88). Yes we have. and I have shown that your view on
this is wrongheaded, if not ridiculous. You are altogether too
smug about your interpretations, Mr. White. You may regard them
as having the same stature as holy writ, but forgive me if I' m not
qu ite so persuaded. To follow Joseph is to follow the master, Jesus
Christ, whose servant he was, and not any "strange god."
Your discussion of the first vision introduced rather a lot of
material that I was not in a position to verify. As I mentioned, I
wrote to a member of my family who has a good deal of knowledge in this area. My Aunt Jenny has written back to me, and I
feel that I can do no betler than to quote you the relevant portions
of her leUer.
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Excerpts from Aunt Jenny's Letter
Let's look into these claims that your friend makes about the
first vision, and then come back to some of the scriptural issues he
raises.
Your friend starts from Joseph Smith's own account and
summarizes it in a paragraph containing seven points (sec= p. 90).
The first point, "this 'revival' began some time in the second year
after the Smiths' move to Manchester," is one we will return to. I
will note that your friend is rather free with his quotation marks. as
the word revival does not appear in Joseph Smith's own account.
The second point, "it took place 'in the place where we lived' and
spread to 'the whole district of country,'" is taken from Joseph's
own words, but the key word, spread, is not Joseph's. I label that
as the key word because it defines a very specific chain of events:
according to that word, the religious excitement that Joseph describes must Slarl in his neighborhood and aflerward spread to
surrounding regions. But this is not Joseph Smith's story: he says,
as I'm sure you know, that the excitement "was in the place where
we lived," and "indeed the whole district of country seemed
affected by it," which is a different kind of picture. Joseph describes a widespread excitement which included his own neighborhood; he emphatically does not say it started there.
Now you may think I am being a little pedantic in my reading
here, but I'm a lawyer, and it's my job to analyze implications
closely. Your friend seems to rely on Joseph Smith's story, but he
makes subtle adjustments to it. As I will show you, he is trying to
make it easier to attack.
Much later in the letter, your friend introduces the Reverend
Lane's account of the 1824 revivals. When your friend says that
"Lane's description matches Joseph Smith's recounting of the
revivals to a tee" (p. 101), he is massively overstating the case.
The only point on which Lane's account matches Joseph's is that
in both cases the excitement "commenced with the Methodists."
To be sure, Lane's account matches your friend's "summary" of
Joseph's account-which only proves that your friend has deliberately reworked Joseph's account to make it match Lane's.
Joseph does not say that the excitement started in Palmyra and
spread outwards from there, but simply that it happened "in the
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place where we li ved" and "t he whole di strict of country seemed
affected by it."
Your friend also menti ons that Joseph' s account was written
"in 1838, a full eighteen years after the supposed events he narrates concernin g the First Vision" (p. 89). This presumably is an
important gap in your frie nd 's mind . Perhaps he fee ls the
eigh teen-year gap somehow discredits the first vision in and of
itse lf. I should point out that your friend, who appears to be a
conservative Protestant of some kind, would probably not think
that the much longer gap between the birth of Christ and the
writing of the Gospels would discredit those documents. Does he
understand the importance of consistency?
He later says, speaki ng of Joseph's account: "He tells us that
he went into the 'sacred gro ve' (as modem Latter-day Saints call
it) on a beautiful spring day in 1820. Did he just make a little
mi stake in rememberi ng when his sister Lucy was born in his previous listing?" (p. 92). Actually, the mention of his sister Lucy
being a member of the family has to do with the fam ily's removal
to Manchester. It is a useful evidentiary clue, but its real significance seems to have escaped your friend . I will explain its importance below.
Your friend describes the Lord's message to Joseph thus:
Smith asked the two Personages which church he
should join. He was told he should join none of them:
"They are all wrong-Methodists, Presbyterians, Baptists-the whole lot are in error," Their creeds, which
present the bas ic elements of the Christian faith, were
said to be "an abomination" in the sight of God. And
what of church members, the " professors" of these
faiths? "They are all corrupt." It is not that this was
new for Joseph- he included this kind of rhetoric in
the Book of Mormon as well when he said that one
ei ther is a part of the church of the Lamb or the church
of .he devil (I Nephi 14:10). (p. 93)
I have been practicing law for over twenty years now, and I
have seldom seen such skillful manipUlation as this. Note again,
the liberal use of quotation marks around phrases that are not
direct quotations. Are you sure that he wrote thi s for you in
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particular? It would seem to be better su ited to people who were
actuall y unfamiliar with the document he is abusing. He says that
"creeds ... present the bas ic elements of the Christ ian faith," as
if Christianity were creedal by definition. (It isn' t.) He cleverly
equates the word professors wit h church members when it reall y
refers to church leaders. Then in the most breathtaking display of
effrontery, he says, " It is not that this was new for Joseph- he included this kind of rhetoric in the Book of Mormon as well," a
sentence that relies upon at least three hostile assumptions. You r
friend assumes that the Book of Mormon, publis hed in 1830, predates this experience. which Joseph declared happened in 1820;
he assumes that Joseph wrote the Book of Mormon instead of
translating it; and he assumes that Joseph was making up the entire
first vision experience "as well." All of which demonstrates that
your frie nd is arguing from the assumptions he is trying to prove.
Your fri e nd 's state ment that "Joseph did teli many different
stories, most of which, Elder, contradict the others on import am
points" (p.94) is quite disingenuous. As a lawyer, 1 make this
statement without fear of legal repercussions. Take the transcript
of Joseph's 1832 handwritten account of the first vision. This remarkably compact account actually agrees with the longer 1838
account in every single detail that it mentions about the vis ion. T o
be sure, there are a lot of detai ls that it does not mention, includ ing the appearance of God the Father. But in the much longe r account the Father says only eight words-the bulk of the interview
is clearly taken by the Son. The short account di sc reetl y avoids
mentionin g the Father's presence and sticks to the message the
Lord brought to Joseph, which was that his sins were forgiven and
that he was not to join any church, since they were all apostate.
Now a contradiction mu st be the j uxtapos iti on of two explicit
and incompatible statements of fact, and the 1832 vers ion does
apparentl y contradict the 1838 account on one point, although it
is a very trivial one. Your fri end has quoted the earlier account as
say in g that the vision took place " in the 16th year of [Joseph's]
age" (pp.94-95). We shall be charitable to your frie nd on this
point, since others without ill will have made the same mi stake, and
he may be quoting them. The mi stake I refer to is the " I 6t h. "
For qualified handwriting experts have staled that the actual figure
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shou ld be the " 15th ," but the second digit has been smudged or
overwritten.
Likew ise, the mention of ange ls in the 1835 accounts is not a
contradict ion, but a generalization. The term angel in the fi rst half
of the nineteenth centu ry was a generic term referring to all heavenly beings, especia lly when they were visiting the earth with a
message. Th is is precisely what the Father and the Son did on that
spring day in 1820, and that made the m angels par excellence. We
can reasonably infer that every Christmas, Joseph Smith, a long
with the rest of the Christian world, sang an old Cat hol ic hymn
that says, in part, "Come and behold hi m, born the King of
angels." What sort of bei ng wou ld the King of angels be? In
Joseph's time, what sort of person was the king of England? T he
king of England was English. and by the same token the King of
angels was an angel-if not the ange l, "the ange l of his prese nce"
in fact. There is no contrad iction, and your friend is playing a
shell game when he tries to manufacture one.
Your friend's rat her smug (and if I may say so, unfriend ly)
challenge that you "produce any shred of evidence that Sm it h
cla imed to have seen God the Fat her prior to the year 1834, a full
fo urteen years after the event supposed ly took place" (p. 96) is
one that he thi nks he makes with perfect safety. You are a fulltime missionary and are not in a posit ion to go digging up obscure historica l references. It is you r call ing to preach the gospe l.
00 not negieci it fo r any reason.
Nevertheless, Joseph Sm ith makes a very clear clai m on t 6
February 1832 to have seen God the Father. True. thi s is nOI referri ng to the first vision, bu t it does rather upset your friend's theory of evo lution. For the date of Doctrine and Covenants
76: 19-24 is not in dispute, and on that date the Father and the
Son appeared to Joseph Sm ith and Sidney Rigdon together. Two
witnesses are better than one, and Sidney is yet another witness
who had differences with Joseph (and later on with Brigham
Young); Rigdon is yet another witness who left the church a nd
died out of it. Yet he maintai ned his testimony to the end of his
life.
But while your friend is wai ting fo r that "sh red of evidence
that Smith cla imed to have seen God the Father" in the first vis ion
"prior to the year 1834," he might accept a c hallenge to produ ce
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a shred of evidence that anyone c laimed that Jesus was born of a
vi rgin prior to A.D. 64. If he can not, are you then entitled to reject
the virg in birth as unhistorica l? If you are not, will he apply the
same standard to the first vision? I believe thai careful exam ination will show that your fri end has two quite different standards of
evidence that he applies 10 be lief systems-an almost impossibly
strict onc for yours and a lenient one for his. This stance is called
hypoc ri sy.
I do not think your fri end has much experience reading the
scriptures; certainly he doesn't seem to understand the rule that if
two texts are produced by the same author, and there exists a plausible rcading of both of them that is noncontradictory, then that is
the read ing that should be adopted. Certa inly hi s treatment of
Doctrine and Covenants 84:22 with reference to the first vision
ignores this rule.
Your friend thinks that Doctrine and Covenants 84:22 co ntradicts the first vision because Joseph didn 't hold the Melchi zedek
Priesthood at that time and therefore cou ld not have seen the face
of God and lived. The proble m, of course, is that nowhere in th at
verse, o r indeed in all of that section, or anywhere e lse for that
matter, does it state that the person who is see ing God's face mu st
hold the priesthood him!1'elf That is the assumption that your
fri end relies on, and it is utterly baseless. The passage in quest ion
simply says that the priesthood is the power that makes it possible
for a person to see the face of God and li ve. And that priesthood
power was certainly present during the first vision ; for God the
Father is the source of all power, while the Son of God unique ly
possesses that priesthood-it is his and anc ie ntly was named fo r
him; to men here on the eart h it is merely delegated.
Others, includin g General Authorities of the church, have offered an alternative ex.planation. They have suggested that the person who is seei ng God's face must indeed hold the priesthood
himself, if and only if the tlleophany occurs at a time when the
priesthood is on the earth. S ince the priesthood was not on the
earth in 1820, Joseph could see the Father at that lime even without it.
Thus the three choices you r fr iend offers you for understanding this passage comprise a fal se dilemma. Note the loaded
phrases with which he tries to build up hi s case-"t he priesthood,
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a teaching that ... had begun to evolve in hi s mind" and .. H e
assen s that it is impossible for a man who does not have the
priesthood to see the face of God ... and live to tell about i I . "
Who asserts thai? Actually your friend does; note how breezily he
tries to palm off his own opinion as Joseph's assertion. "Mormon
leaders have come up with some ingenious ways around this obvious co ntradiction" (pp. 96- 97)-obvious, that is, to your friend;
to those who know how to read the scriptures and who understand
the doctrine of the priesthood, there is no contradiction at all.
And , " I would like to suggest to you that the reason Smith could
say what he did in D&C 84:21-22 without even noticing that he
was creating a contradiction is simply that at this point in time
(1832) he had never claimed to have seen God the Father!"
(p.97). How modest of him to merely "suggest" this, all the time
dropping hi s subliminal little hints that Joseph was "creating a
contradi ct ion," that is, he was making it all up! And how about
"Smith's beliefs obviou sly evolved over time" (p.97), a mantra
that he likes to keep repeating. This is a well-known technique of
manipulation; he thinks that if he repeats it often e nough, you will
start to accept it without t:ver having actually examiflt:d it. But he
shows real temerity when he takes it upon himself 10 tell you what
"you must accept"; playing fast and loose with facts and logic, to
borrow your friend's phrase, "does not qualify one as a prophet,
either" (p.97).
Your friend mentions E. D. Howe's classic of anti-Mormon
letters (I call it the Mein Kampf of the anti-Mormon movement)
and makes the predictable argument from Howe's silence about
the first vision (see p.97). Howe, incidentally. was arguing the
thesis that the Book of Mormon was originally written as a
money-making novel and was only later worked over into a religious book; thus talking about the first vision would not have
helped him. A number of years ago. Professor Hugh W. Nibley of
BYU wrote an essay ent itled "Censoring the Joseph Smith Story"
(later included in his Tinkling Cymbals and Sounding Brass). In it
he clearly showed that anti-Mormon writers have universally suppressed or diSlorted the first vision story; even years after it was
officially published and included in the scriptures of the church.
the c hurch 's critics have fought shy of it or seriously misused it.
Your friend himself has carefully manipulated Joseph Smith's
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account, even while claiming to rely upon it; he has been somewhat more subtle than most of hi s predecessors, though.
But Ni bley also found some very clear indications that the first
vision story was known from a much earlier date. In 1829. a journalist named Abner Cole wrote a seri es of satirical articles in a
Palmyra newspaper. His "Book of Puke;" was intended as a sat ire
on the Book of Mormon, but he sat iri zed everything he
cou ld- including Moroni and the first vision. Oh yes, it was talked
about, all right. Mocked and distorted tho ugh it was, it was still
recognizable.
You to ld me that your friend is using some anti-Mormon
books. This is certainl y true, to some extent. His use of some passages from the Journal of Discourses to claim that certain early
c hurch leaders didn ' t know anything about the first vision is regurg itated nonsense th at he would have obtained from a Salt Lak e
City outfit headed by Jerald and Sandra Tanner. But there are
many ind ications in your friend's letter that he is arguing the anliMormon case in his own right and not simply believing what
others tell him.
Be that as it may, those passages from the Jo urnal of Discourses do not prove that the early Bret hren didn't know a bout
the first vision in the mid-nineteenth century . Your friend is
clearly ignorant of the competent answers that have been made to
this silly c laim. Hi s conclusion that the Brethren were confused by
the "evolving" story of the first vision (fo r thirty-one years after
it stopped "evolving" and was published in its final form) is simply ludicrous, and it serves as an excellent illustration of how
much infl uence wishful thinking has over his reasoning processes.
For the very Brethren he quotes were intimately involved in having Joseph 's history published in England and Ame rica; of course
they knew it. His argument about whether " the First Vision story
as you tell it today was being told over and over again back in
1869" is again manipulative. That story doesn't get told "ove r
and over agai n" in the c hu rc h even today; while on the ot her
hand , if someone were to g ive an unprepared talk without notes
and without notice in sacrament meeting next S unday and talk
about the first vision, the chances of that person making no errors
at all would be sli m. But the talks your friend c ites-the ones in
the Journal of Discourses-werc exactl y that: unpreparcd, without
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notes, and without notice. In twenty-six volumes of such talks, one
can undoubtedly find mistakes on every subject imaginable.
Those mistakes prove nothing, because they are not even consistent with each other.
The Brigham Young quotation doesn't say what your friend
(and his mentors, the Tanners) want it to say. It simply says that
neither God, nor his angels, visited the earth with ostentatious display, but quietly, to a few chosen servants. The crucial sentence
says, "But He did send his angel to this same obscure person,
Joseph Smith, Jr., who afterwards became a Prophet, Seer, and
Revelator, and informed him that he should not join any of the
religious sects of the day, for they were all wrong" (Discourses of
Brigham Young, 108). Now the subject of that sentence is the first
"He," that is, God. The verb clause starting "and informed"
relates 10 the subject, and not any other noun; thus, it is God, and
nor the angel, who "informed him," namely Joseph, not to join
any churches. Brigham's statement is right on track.
George A. Smith ' s statement is interesting and actually supports what I said about the word angel above. For he is clearly
talking about Ihe first vision, and just as clearly is familiar with the
1838 account-the only one which gives the lames 1:5 quotation
in fu[1. But he also uses the words angel and angels in the same
manner that loseph does in his 1835 account. Note that these
words are the only hint that this statement is in any way "confused," but the speaker's obvious familiarity with the 1838 account, together with the fact that angel is a normal nineteenthcentury word denoting all heavenly beings, including God, makes
your friend's conclusion quite unwarranted.
Wilford Woodruff is also familiar with that account. He cites
seven specific details from the 1838 account, in the correct order-again, including a reference to James I :5. But he does make
a fairly important mistake in that he mixes this experience up with
two of Moroni's visits-the first, in 1823, and the last, in 1827.
However, mixing details of three experiences together in one
paragraph is of 110 evidentiary value in determining what he actually believed about one of those experiences. When your friend
offers his conclusion thus: "The confusion of the early leaders
after Smith's death is natural- Smith had flOl told one story all
along, but had told many different stories between 1830 and his
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dealh in 1844," he is spin nin g cobwebs from moon sh ine. T hose
talks, as I pointed Qui, were given ent ire ly extemporaneously. O f
course there will be mi ~takes in the m. Argu ing that those mi stakes
are due to a process of "evol uti on" that had reached its final
form over thirty years before is a tremendous leap in log ic.
Woodruff conflates the first vision with two other ex peri ences;
there is no sign of his being "con fused" by any earlier account
of the first vision itself. Therefore. his mistake does not support an
evol uti ona ry model.
Your friend's leiter is over 12,000 words long. I am th e refore
a mazed to see him say, '" have not yet com menced to begin!"
(p. 99) after more than 9,300 words. What does he think he was
doing for the first three-quarters of the letter? Making small talk ?
If so, he was wasting both you r lime and his-and I must remind
you that your time is considerabl y more valuable, because it is the
Lord's time.
You will probably not get another opportuni ty to serve the
Lord full time until you retire. That is over forty years away. The
remaining month s of your mission are too precious for you to lei
yourself get sidet racked .
Your friend makes a fairly determi ned effort to prove that the
first vision "cou ldn 't" have taken place. His proof, if such it may
be called, is as fo llows:
Joseph Smith claimed there was a rev ival in 18 1911820.
Wesley P. Walters proved this revival took place in 1824.
Therefore Joseph was lyi ng or mistaken about the ti ming of
the first vision.
Therefore it never happened.
The first point is not true. Joseph did not me ntion the word
" reviva l" in his account; he talked about a period of religious
"exc itement." He uses the terms "reg ion of cou ntry," "di st ri c t
of country," and "the place whe re we lived" interchangeably,
and not to imply some kind of outward spread, as your friend has
so tendentiously paraphrased him.
Nor does he say that the excitement happened in 1820. He
says that it happened, or reac hed hi s area, "so me time in the second year after our removal to Manchester." In the second year
means more than one year but less than two years later. I realize
your friend has already given you a rundown of Joseph's c hro-
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nology, but I'll give you another one, without any hostile com·
mentary.
Joseph reports that his father moved from Vermont to
Palmyra when Joseph was about ten. That would be in 1816, the
year the Smith family wa'i "warned out" of Norwich, Vermont.
Four years later the family moves onto the Manchester farm. In
the second year after. the religious excitement begins.
Now, your friend has suggested that Joseph Sr. moved to
Palmyra in advance of the rest of the family, which is not inher·
ently unreasonable; expecting the family to cool their heels in
Vermont for another two years is quite idiotic. The fact is that
the Smiths purchased the Manchester farm in July 1820. Some
months prior to moving there-an entire growing season at
least-they had built a log cabin on an adjacent property, and
they continued for a time to live there. They probably thought it
was on the farm itself-the boundaries were not marked-but
in fact it was off the farm by a mere fifty feet. Incidentally, the
boundary of the farm was also the boundary between Palmyra and
Manchester.
Nevertheless, there is a problem in this chronology as it stands.
Taking the 1816 move from Vermont as the starting point, four
years later they move onto the farm-that is, in 1820. If the
religious excitement begins in the second year after, that is, in
1821-22, that is too late to have influenced Joseph before his first
vision in 1820. Your friend's rather devious sleight-of-hand tries
to force Joseph's chronology up to 1824, but I'm sure you see
the fallacies in his reasoning as he picks and chooses the facts that
suit his theory. and rejects equally well-attested facts because they
don't suit it. When people let their opinions control the facts, they
can prove anything. But even after discarding his mangling of the
time line, there remains yet a problem in Joseph's chronology.
Let's leave the chronological problem for a moment. It can in
fact be quite easily solved once we get the rest of the facts into
place, so we will come back to it.
Your friend is clearly familiar with some of the answers to his
theory, and he tries to deal with them by telling you to dismiss
them without a hearing. This is known as "poisoning the well,"
and it is what convinces me that he is arguing this line all on his
own. Note where he says, "Backman asserts that the revivals might
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have taken pl ace prior to 18 19, and that Smith 's 'confu sion' over
what church he shoul d join may have stan ed much earl ier in hi s
life. Aside from the fac t that th is results in an obviously strained
readi ng of Smith 's hi story, it aga in only deals with one issue, not
all together" (p. 104).
There are two obvious problems with Ih is statement. The second problem is that your friend's borrowed theory is a house of
cards-it is not necessary to "deal with" every piece of the whole
rickety structure; dismiss one and the whole thing collapses . Th e
fi rst problem is the statemenl that "this results in an obv iollsly
strained reading of Smith 's history." Thi s is a knowing and calculated misrepresentation of fac t, or in other words, a deliberate
lie. I would point out that there is no more "strained" way to read
Joseph' s hi story than to flatl y contrad ict all of the most important
fac ts it contains, incl uding the fi rst vision. Further, your frie nd
quoted from Joseph 's 1832 accoun t, but suppressed the fo llow in g
state ment fou nd therei n: "From the age of twelve years to fi fteen
I ponde red many things in my heart concerning the situation of
the world," which announces that Joseph had been th inking about
things since at least 18 18. Now by a c urious co incidence the re
were revivals in the Pal myra area in the 18 17- 18 peri od. Although Joseph does not say anyth ing about revivals in the earlie r
account , if we take the two together, it is easy to see the seque nce
of events: Joseph is impressed by revivals in 1817- 18 and then
disturbed by some subsequent inte rdenominational ill will. He
broods over these things fo r some time, read ing the Bible. go in g
to meetings, and listening to preachers. Then in 1820 he reads
James 1:5 and goes out to pray.
Thi s is not "strai nin g" Joseph's history, but tak ing all of his
accounts and doin g the onl y responsible th ing we can do with
them-presu me them to be true, give them the benefit of the
doubt, and work from there to see how they fi t together. That is
what real scholars do.
We still haven't solved the c hronology problem, but as
Richard L. Bushman points out in Review of Books on the Book of
Mormon 612 (1994): 129, "the chronologies of the two [accoun ts]
would co incide if one word in Joseph 's 1839 account were
c hanged . If the tex.t read 'sometime in the second year aft er our
re moval to Palmyra,' rather than 'after our removal to Manches-
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ter,' the stories would blend." Bushman argues that Joseph has
made a simple error in connating the move to Palmyra with the
move to Manchester. This is not diFficult to believe; I have some
very clear memories of family circumstances from my early teens
which other family members think happened at other times and
places.
Your friend made a rather sarcastic comment about Joseph's
inclusion of Lucy in the list of family members who moved to
Manchester in 1820, when she was not born until 1821. He thinks
it proves the family actually moved in 1822, but of course it
doesn't. The purchase of the Manchester farm in July 1820 is a
given quantity, a fix.ed point which shows your friend's contrived
chronology to be false. It also means that lillie Lucy hadn't been
born before the farm was taken over, so Joseph was in fact making
a mistake. Actually these little errors are quite important in their
own way, for they show quite clearly that Joseph didn't go over
his story to check it for "holes," as a clever deceiver would have
to do. He simply relied upon his memory and told it as he recalled
it, and so made just the sorts of little mistakes in detail that all
lIuthentic reminiscences contain. That's the real significance of
that mistake. It proves beyond doubt that Joseph was sincerely
remembering and not crafting a "cunningly devised fable."
Your friend offers some additional argumentation to support
his conclusion as follows:
The Smiths were "warned out" from Norwich. Vermont. in
March 1816.
The weather records of the time. matched to Lucy Mack
Smith's recollection, prove that the family left Vermont in
1818, not 1816.
The Palmyra road-tax records show Joseph Smith Sr. from
1817. but Alvin doesn't appear until 1820. despite the fact
that he turned twenty-one in 1819.
The Smiths stay on the Palmyra road-tax records until 1822;
therefore, they must not have been on their Manchester farm
before that time.
Your friend argues that since the Smiths were "warned out"
from Norwich, Vermont. "therefore the Smiths most probably
moved to Norwich in 1816 and lived there two years, until 18 I 8."
So runs his claim. But this is a mere assumption; why would they
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"probably" stay ? It is apparent that Joseph Sf. did go to Palmyra
in 1816; it is not compl etely unreasonable for him to go a few
weeks ahead of the rest of the family while he find s work and accommodation, bUllWO years? Does your friend rea lly imag ine the
rest of the fa mily would be content to wait around for two years,
without the primary breadwinner. in a lown Ihat had o ffi c ially notified them that they would get no help if they got into difficulties? That is a huge streich of our credulity. and all to try to fit
Joseph's chronology 10 an 1824 revival.
Your friend also clai ms that Walters ran down the "weather
record s" of the time and matched them to Lucy Mack S mith' s
account. Yet Lucy 's account confirms the dating of Joseph 's first
vision, a point on which your friend i!) silent. Why is Lucy's ac~
count useful about a peripheral item like the weather, but not
worthy of mention when it tells of the first vision ? Especially when
the first vis ion is the subject of the investigation?
And indeed, if your friend disbel ieves Joseph on everything
else, why is he so devout about accepting the length of Jose ph 's
chronology? Note well: he accepts only the length of it, while try~
ing to violently force all of the dates it contain s into much late r
events.
Your fri end makes much of the fact that the road~tax reco rds
don ' t show Alvin Smith until 1820. He argue!),

It is evident that Joseph S mith , Sr., moved to Palmyra
before the rest of his family, who jo ined him there at a
later date. We know this from the fact that Alvin would
have been listed in the 18 19 road~tax records, had he
been present in Palmyra (he turned 2 1 on February II,
J 819). Obviously, Lucy and the children did not arrive
in time for Alvin's name to be found o n the 1819 lists.
( p. 102)

Your friend thinks that somethin g is "obv ious" o r "evident"
when other equally likely explanati ons are read il y at hand. Is yo ur
fri end prepared to vouch for the efficiency of nin eteent h ~ce ntury
civil servants to the extent that Alvin couldn't possib ly have been
overlooked in 18 19? It is a known fact that the Sm ith men often
hired out as laborers; is your fri end absolutely certain that Alvin
wasn' t away "on the job" when the tax assessors eame around ?
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Your friend also points out that " It is important to note that
Smith is li sted as li ving in Palmyra until 1822---despite LDS
scholars' con tention that he moved from there four years earlier
in 18 18" (p. 102). This may ex plain why your friend relies on
Walters's 1967 article, instead of his Inventing Mormonism (with
Mi chael Marquardt) from 1994. For that book makes it clear that
the Smiths "arti cled for" their Manchester farm in 1820. Thus
there wa~ evidently some official confus ion about where the
Sm iths actually li ved. Your friend has actually undercut hi s own
case with thi s item , since it casts doubt upon the sources he relies
on to estab lish the later arrival of the family in Palmyra.
In fact, it is known that the Sm ith s lived only a few feet away
from the farm for several months before they bought it; they built
a log cab in , moved in, and started working the farm before the
papers were signed, so that they would be able to bring in a harvest. The fact that the land was taxed at the unimproved rate for
two years most emphatically does not mean that the fami ly did not
li ve there or work the property. It is entirely absurd to imagine a
poor family buying a farm and then letting it lie idle-while paying tax on it- for two years, but that is the absurdity your friend
wants you to swallow. It is far more reasonable to suppose that the
loca l tax authority continued to lax the land at the lesser rate even
after the famil y started working it . Many local authorities still tax
partl y improved property at the same rate as unimproved property. They probably did not lax it at the hi gher rate until after the
frame home was completed .
Now it happens that all of your friend 's "evidences" come
via the same conduit-Wesley P. Walters. Your friend introduces
him as a Presbyterian minister, which he was. but had he been as
zealous and dili gent in hi s pastoral work as he was in his antiMormon activity, he wou ld have been one of the fin est mini sters
any Protestant chu rch ever produced . For his real claim to fame
was as an anti-Mormon researcher and author. I do not say thi s to
di scredit him-even anti-Mormons occasionall y get things right,
and in fact some of Walters's find s. though rather minor, are quite
valuable. I point it out because your friend has been a little shy
about mentioning it. Why do you suppose that is so'! Is it because
your fri end doesn't want you to realize that Walters's mind was
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made up before he ever laid eyes on the documents he relies
upon ?
Your fri end makes this comment about Walters' s find s and the
conclusions he offers from them;
Joseph Smith fabri cated the story years later, and. to
make "room " for the First Vision without getting rid
of Moroni and the golden plates, he "changes hi story"
and pushes events back by four years. But. hi story has

caught up wilh Joseph Smith. (p. 103)
If the last sentence were not just a pompous clicM, it CQuld be
quite offen sive. History docs not need to calch up with Joseph , for
on 27 June 1844, a large number of your friend's corcligionists
"caught up" with him and murdered him for the crime of being
a prophet. In almost twenty years of read ing various ant i-Mormon
publication s, I have never once read anythin g by an evangelical
Protestant that has shown the least bit of shame about that atrocity.
If one of them did, we wou ld have to say (hat there is one antiMormon who has some Christian conscience left. I have not come
across even one, and the shee r hypocrisy di splayed by those who
profess to be Christians, and who can justify such criminal actions,
is mind-bogglin g.
But what your friend fails to grasp is that if Joseph were reall y
just making it all up, he would have no need to falsify the material
facts of his history at all . The first vis ion doesn' t have to have
happened in the sacred grove; if Joseph is just inventing it, he ca n
make it happen anywhere, and any time far enough back. Nor
does he have to tie it in with revivals; any trigger--or no trigger at
all-wou ld fit in with well- known biblical examples, such as the
visions of Moses, Samuel, and Paul. In his tendentious zeal to co nvict Joseph of lying , your fr iend has failed entirely to provide a
valid moti ve.
Your friend also makes much of the fact that Oliver Cowdery
and William Smith both mention the Reverend Lane as a person
whom Joseph knew prior to the first vis ion. Your friend needs to
be aware that both Oliver Cowdery and William Smith are secondary sources, not primary ones. Oliver didn 't meet Joseph until
1828, and William Smith was even you nger than Joseph . But the
fact is that your friend is again picking and choosi ng hi s evidence;
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both Cowdery and Smith confi rm the essential facts of Joseph' s
story, a fact about which your fri end is silent. But he swoops o n
thi s detail because he think s that it helps his cause. As he points
out , Lane moved to Pa lmyra in 1824, but that was not Josep h's
on ly opportuni ty to meet him . For, as Larry C. Porter reports in
Review of Books on the Book of Mormo" 712 (1995): 128: " i n
July 18 19, Rev. Lane was just fifteen miles away from the Smith
home fo r a peri od of eight days attending the annual Genesee
Conference at old Vienna (later Phelps, New York)." This confer·
ence took place from I Jul y to 8 Jul y. It was a major event, at
which many of the attendi ng ministers preached sermons for the
benefit of the lay people who inevitably showed up. Joseph could
certainl y have met Lane there, or heard him preach.
Now I could easi ly pile argument upon rebuttal to show just
how shoddy your fri end 's argumentation is, but I' m sure that
you've got the message by now. Your fri end is try ing to prove
that the first vision did not happen because it is possible to reach a
diffe rent set of conclu sions about external events than those which
Joseph describes. In other words, he wants you to reject Joseph's
unambiguous direct test imony on the strength of highl y ambi gu·
ous circumstantial evidence. He has entirely failed to show why
Joseph should lie about those events-if he's in venting the whole
story, then the first vi sion doesn't depend on an ything that ha p·
pened in the real world; in fact, the fi rst vision only depends o n
those external events if they really did influence Joseph, and if he
really did have the vision as he said he did. If he did n' t actu all y
have it, the n he can invent any inner turmoil he likes, without
linking it to anyth ing else. Th at would be the safe thing to do and
is the obvious cou rse of action for anyone making up a story like
the first vision. The fact that Joseph didn't take that course is very
strong ev idence of his sincerity. And, I'm sorry to say, the shifty
way you r friend handles the evidence is equally strong evidence
of his ins incerity.
Before I fini sh, I want to mention the problems your friend
has in reading scripture. Fi rst of all, as I mentioned, he fai ls to give
Joseph the benefit of the doubt. His approach to reading LOS
scriptu re is to look for anything that could possibl y be seen as an
inconsistency and then mil k it fo r all it is worth ; in other words, he
is an entirely hostile interpreter. Second, with regard to the Bible
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passages he cites, he shows a tendency to read documen ts as they
were never intended to be read. He seems at times like what we ca ll
a "strict constructionist"-that is, he argues that the meaning of a
passage is equal to the su ms of the dictionary meanings of all the
words it contains. At other times. he seems to want to excuse a passage from such treatment, if the clear thrust of it is contrary to his
preconceptions. And he does it just about the wrong way around,
si nce a straightforward narrative probably says just what it means,
while ecstatic declarations of praise tend toward exaggerat ion. So
when Stephen in extremis reports what he sees, it is on ly fair to
take him literally-he's hardly likely to try to compose a beautiful poem in those circumstances; whi le when other prophets, in
chapters chock-full of poetry, make express ions of wonder and
awe about God's majesty and greatness, we really shouldn 't read
them as dry theological treatises.

Back to Elder Hahn 's Letter
Aunt Jenny says some ot her things, but I have copied just the
port ions that relate to your letter. As you can see, she has so me
fairly strong opi nions of some things. But, if you look past her
sometimes strong lan guage, you will realize that what she says is
perfectly sound. If you reject the central episode of Joseph
Smith 's testimony, but st ill insist on some of the trivial details in ii,
then that is far more "strai ned" than accepting that episode and
look in g for ways to work out the trivial details. I will paraphrase
what you said to me in an earl ier leHer:
Part and parcel of dealing with almost any ancient or even
modern writing is the bas ic idea that the au thor gets the benefit of
the doubt. It is highl y unlikely that a writer will con tradict himself
within short spans of time or space. Some critics of the chu rch,
and the prophet Joseph Smith, seem to fo rget the old axiom " in nocent until proven gui lty." The person who will not allow for th e
harmonizat ion of the text (as my aunt did above) is in effect
claiming omn isc ience of all the facts surrou nding an event that
took place over one and a half centuries ago. Most careful sc holars do not make such claims. The above-presen ted explanation is
perfectly reasonable, it co incides with the known facts, and it does
not engage in unwarranted "special pleading" (compare with
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pp. 36-37 of your letter 3). Thi s comes directly from what you
sa id to me about reading the Bible; thi s is your ru le. but you seem
to quite openly ignore or even reverse it when it comes to Joseph
Smith . You are using a double standard. Is this really a Christian
thing to do?
By the way, as I mentioned to you in an earher letter. full-time
missionaries have a fairl y short list of approved readin g material.
The last time 1 looked, there was nothing by Jerald and Sandra
Tanner on that li st. When 1 relU rn home I can read what I please,
but for the balance of my mission, I intend to stick to the mi ss ion
rules. So than k you fo r you r kind offer, but I won't be collecting
those books.
Now this letter is already far too long . lance again urge yo u
to put away your ani i-Mormon books. It does you no credit to
keep relying on Ihem. They contain no revealed truth; all they do,
in Aunt Jenny's words, is "poison the well ." I invite you to come
10 the we ll and drink of it unpolluted. It will lead to great joy and
a multitude of blessings.
May you gain a des ire to learn the Lord' s will .
Elder Hahn
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Letter 7: Tests and Trials
Dear Mr. White,

It appears that our leiters crossed in the mai l, as your latest
letter arrived the sa me day I posted my last reply to you.
You will forgive me if I continue to give priority to my calling . Your comment that our di scussion "is direct ly relevant to the
propriety of' my "missionary activities" is a little puzzling
(p . 107). Pe rhaps I am unusually dull-wi tted, but I cannot think o f
any argument that would make serving the Lord improper.

Once again , I have had to write home for additional information, in this case the information related to the so-ca lled Bain-

bridge trial of 1826.
You argue that I am somehow ob ligated to prove that Josep h
S mith was a true prophet and that you have no obligation to disprove that claim. Your second poi nt is quite correct-you don't
have to disprove anythin g at all . You can simply reject Joseph
Smith and walk away. The on ly reason I can sec why you would
need to continue your ad hominem attack against him is to j ustify
you r rejection to yourse lf.
You seem to fee l that I have sim ply accepted without question
what others have told me about the Prophet Joseph S mith . You
desc ribe me as someone who just blindly accepts whatever m y
church leaders say. That is not the case. In reality I believe Joseph
to be a prophet because the God of Heaven has revealed that fact
to me personally. And all the clever sophi stries in the world ca nnot overth row my testimony because it came by the power of the
Holy Ghost.
You say, regardi ng Joseph Sm ith 's prophet ic ca llin g, that " I
do believe that he made many prophetic errors during hi s lifetime- I full y believe that he ex pected Christ to return before the
year 1890 or 1891" (p. 108).
I wonder jf you have thoug ht this matter all the way through.
That idea comes from Doctrine and Covenants 130: 14- 17, which
reads:
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I was once praying very earnestl y to know the time
of the coming of the Son of Man, when I heard a voice
repeat the following:
Jose ph , my son, if thou li vest until thou art eightyfi ve years old, thou shalt see the face of the Son o f
Man ; therefore let thi s suffice, and trouble me no more
on thi s matter.
I was left thus, without being able to dec ide whether
this coming referred to the beginnin g of the millennium or to some prev ious appearing, or whether I
should die and thus see his face.
I believe the co ming of the Son of Man will not be
any sooner than that time.
Please notice what Joseph actually tells us here: he was pray ing
to know the time of the Second Comi ng-and what Christian
wouldn' t want to know that?-and in response he was told that if
he li ved to age eighty-fi ve he would see the Savior's face. Verses
16 and 17 make it clear that Joseph didn ' t know quite what to
make of th is communication, and the most he was prepared to
commit himself to, speakin g in his role as a prophet, was that " I
believe the coming of the Son of Man wi ll not be any sooner than
that time."
Not ice also how Joseph passes up every opportunity to grandstand or to make a show of superior knowledge here. Note also
th at the Lord' s answer to Joseph is entirely consistent with what
the Savior himse lf taught, as recorded in Matthew 24:36, which
reads, "B ut of that day and hour knoweth no man, no, not the
angels of heaven, but my Father only." Taken in that context, the
Lord 's answer to Joseph appears as both a put-off, and something
of a rebuke-albeit a mild one, since the Lord does not want an yone to be afraid to approach him.
But you may be ri ght about Joseph 's expectations; I have seen
a number of statements that suggest that he was rather excited
about this reve lation and felt that thi s really was the Lord 's timetable. Now if Joseph the man holds an opinion which he is un willing to put fo rward in hi s role as the prophet of the Lord, that is
a clear indication that he took that role seri ously. On the other
hand, if as a result of this reve lation he developed a personal co nvict ion based upon a particular interpretation of it, that can mea n
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only one thing~namely. that Joseph rcally did believe that the
communication ca me from the Lord. Therefore if, as you say. you
"fully believe that he expected Christ to return before the yea r
1890 or 1891," then you must also believe that Joseph believed
he was receiving revelation. Whether he was right or nOI, he was
certainl y sincere about it, which pretty much rules him OU I as a
deliberate deceiver, since deceit is insincere by definition.
Now to the "false prophecies" that you think are so important. The first onc you cite is from Doctrine and Covenants
84:1 - 5 and stales that the temple to be built in Jackson Coun ty .
Missouri, will be built "in this generation ." In regard to this, yo u
conclude.

Smith said it was the word of the Lord; he defined the
exact event that would take place-the temple would be
built at a specifi c location that is known to this day; he
defined the time parameters in which it would take
place-prior to the death of thar generation . It is a classic prophecy that can be tested-and it fails. (p. 113)
This may come as a shock to you, but I have certainly heard
th is one a number of times before. And the first thing I must do is
refer you back to Matthew 24, which J mentioned above. In that
chapter, Jesus prophes ies a number of events. Some of them have
already taken place, such as the destruct ion of Jerusalem, the scaltering of Israel, and the persecutions against the early Christians.
Others of Ihese have not yet occurred, such as the astronomical
signs described in verse 29-lhe su n being darkened, the moon
being turned to blood, etc., and the sign of the Son of Man being
seen in heaven, as per verse 30. But what is disturbing about Ihi s is
thai Jesus himself said, "Verily I say unto you, This generati on
shall not pass, till all these things be fulfilled" (Mau hew 24:34).
Now it is entirely possible to argue as follows: "Jesus said it
was the word of the Lord; he defined the exact event that would
take place- he would return in power and great glory; he defined
the time parameters in whic h it would take place- prior 10 the
death of that ge neration . It is a classic prophecy that can be
tested- and it fai ls."
So that you do not misunderstand me, let me say that that is
/Jot my argument. It is merely the log ical result of applying yo ur
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argument to a prophecy made by Jesus himself. And it certain ly
seems that a great many of the early Saints anticipated that the
Savior would return in their li fetimes. Shall we hold it against
them for believ ing that?
Another diffi c ulty arises with your interpretation when v.e
rea lize that it is entirely poss ible, within the nonnal uses of the
Engli sh language, to view the critical verses of section 84, namely
verses 3 to 5, as a commandment rather than a pred iction. Let us
review these verses again:
Which city shall be built, beginning at the temple
lot, which is appointed by the fin ger of the Lord, in th e
western boundaries of the State of Missouri, and ded icated by the hand of Joseph Smith , Jun ., and others
with whom the Lord was well pleased.
Verily this is the word of the Lord, that the city
New Jerusalem shall be built by the gathering of the
saints, beg inni ng at this place, even the place of the
temple, which temple shall be reared in th is generation.
For verily thi s generation shall not all pass away
until an house shall be built unto the Lord, and a cloud
shall rest upon it, wh ich cloud shall be even the glory
of the Lord, which shall fill the house.
Verse 5 is certainly a prophecy, and many of the Sai nts
thought it was ful fi lled when the Kirtland Temple was dedicated in
March 1836. But what of the other verses? Note that the word
shall is often used in the sense of giving a command- the Ten
Com mandments say "t hou shalt not" do things that people have
conti nued 10 do to this day; are they then failed prophecies? Or
merely disobeyed commands? Certainly the passage th at yo u
quoted fro m Doctrine and Covenants 124 refers to the verses
above as a command and released the Saints from the responsibi lity of obeying it.
The fact that some chu rch leaders felt that the command , although revoked, would ultimately need to be obeyed is entirely
consistent with sc ri ptural use; the command that the children of
Israe l take possession of the land of Canaan was only postponed
for a time.
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But I would sum up on this one point simpl y by sayi ng that
whatever the Lord meant by " this ge nerati on" In A.D. 33 is
probably st ill va lid in 1832.
Your use of Doctrine and Covenanls 114 as a failed prophecy
is rather weak, largely because it isn't a prophecy at all-it is a
command . David W. Patten was commanded to "settle up all his
business as soon as he possibly" CQuld, with a view to preparin g
for a mission. A lthough, as you rig htly poin! out, he died strong
in the gospel. it has been argued that he neverthe less didn't sett le
up his business as soon as he CQuld; had he do ne so, he wouldn '(
have been "o n the scene" to be killed at Crooked River.
Bul there is indeed a prophecy conta ined in thai section,
namely, the prophecy that a twe lve-man miss io n would depart the
following spring, the spring of 1839. And it happens that o n
26 April 1839 the Quorum of the Twelve did in fac t depart on a
misr.ion to England. Had Patten been alive at the time, he would
have been part of that mi ssion. Thus your rhetorical question
"Why would God describe the specifics of a mi ssion that would
never take place?" is moot, since the mission did in fact take
place. Therefore it was entirely appropriate for Patten to prepare
for it. The mission went ahead, with another in Elder Patten's
place.
It is entirely clear that neither of these cases, nor both of the m
together, is suffic ie nt to bring down a verd ict that Joseph Smith
was a false prophet.
There is another test, also a biblical one, which I notice that
critics of the c hurc h never use. It is found in Acts 5:38-39, a nd
reads: "And now I say unto you, Refrain from these men, and let
them alone: for if this counsel or this work be of men, it will co me
to no ught: But if it be of God, ye cannot overthrow it; lest haply
ye be found even to fight against God." Thi s coun r.el and this
work have not "come to noug ht"-at least, not yet. If you, and
all the critics, leave us alone and stop contending agai nst us, and
our work not be of God, then that will soon become apparent, but
if you continue to contend and the Lord is with us, then you will
only bear w itness to your own impotence .
Before mov ing on to your "other matters," I would comme nt
o n your treatment of the prophecy of Jonah. You mu st know perfectly well thai we understand the fa ilure of Jona h's prop hecy in
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very similar terms to you r explanation here. The weakness IS In
you r labored argu ment by which you try to di stingui sh the two
cases. Joseph 's "prophec ies" were mostly commands-the prophetic clemen ts were in fac t fulfill ed. Even if you insist that the
command to build the city of Zion in Missouri is a prophecy, it
can only be called a false one if Jesus was a fal se prophet as
well . As 1 see m to keep reminding you , you need to discard your
double standard and adopt a single, consistent one.
But most importantly , you have tried to limit the Lord 's right
to make a conditional command or prediction. May I ask-who
are you to command the Lord ?
The rest of your letter I find to be nothing more than a personal aUack on the Prophet Joseph Smith. That's all it is, and
nothing more. I would like to leave it there, but I don ' t want yo u
to think that these accusations cannot be answered .
As I mentioned earlier, I have written back to my aunt, the
lawyer, to get her view on the Bainbridge "tri al. " Here again are
some excerpts of her letter.

Excerpts from Aunt Jenny's Letter
Dear Elder Hahn ,
You really are a glutton for puni shment, aren' t you? Don ' t
you know an anti-Mormon when he starts slandering the Lord' s
prophet s?
Anyway, si nce you are determined to persevere with this fe llow, I will give you the lowdown on the Bainbridge "trial."
First of all, I wou ld point out that your friend is yet again judiciously selecting his material to create the impression that the
various stories about the so-called trial are consistent. They are
not- in fact they contradict each ot her all over the place-and hi s
picking and choosi ng of bits of accounts is not very scrupulous.
The old and dubious accounts he relies on have only one
piece of hard ev idence supportin g them, namely a bill for the
services of the just ice who heard the case and the constable who
brought Joseph in. Whi le on the face of it that bill appears to support the account your friend has chosen, it in fact does nOl, for
two important reasons.
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The first is that the bill itself is tainted . As your frie nd so
gloatingly remarks, it wa.. found by profess iona l anti -Mormo n
Wesley P. Walters. However, Walters's handling o f it has bro ke n
the "cha in of evidence," since he re moved it from the venue he
c laims 10 have found it in. I don' t just mean that he took it out of
the box- he wou ld have to do that-but he actuall y look it out of
the custody of its lawful custodians, without the ir pe rmission .
withollt (heir signing it out or reco rding any description o f it. He
look it, along with an unspec ified number of OI her papers, to Yale
Uni versity. They were not relUrned 10 their lawfu l c ustodians for
almost three months-and then o nly under legal duress , The o nl y
reason the county au thorit ies found out about these d ocume nt s
was that Walters had them published-and you can bet you r name
tag that he would not publish any document that would not he lp
his case. Therefore, there is no way to know whethcr all the doc uments Walters took were in fact ret urned ; it may we ll be, fo r a ll we
know, that other documents were found that exonerated Joseph
Smith , but that Walters chose nol to return . And there 's also n o
way of knowing whether the d ocume nts themselves were tampered
with in so me way . The fact is that if anyone tried to produce in
court a document that had been so badl y handled and rely on it as
evidence, that document would be thrown out.
The second reason the bi ll does not suppo rt the so-ca lled
court record your friend produces is that the court record is
clearly nO( what it purports to be. for several reasons . First, misdemeanor trials were not recorded at that time, onl y felony trials.
Th us whatever the court record is. it is not an offic ial court transc ript , because there wou ld not have been one.
Second, the court record gives the testimony of several
wi tnesses, but none o f them signed it, as they wou ld have to have
done had an official transcript been taken .
Third, as your friend himse lf point s out (albeit reluctan tl y) ,
" Later stud y caused Wesley Walters to view this inc ident not as a
full -blown trial, but as what we m ight call a ' pretrial h e arin g'"
(p. 124). But hi s precious court record e nds with the words. "A nd
therefore th e Court find[sl the De fendant g uilty." Pretrial hearin gs can not deliver guilt y verdicts. They can only dete rmine if th e
de fend ant has a case to answer and therefore needs to be bo u nd
over for trial. If, as seems clear, the 1826 hearin g was a pretria l
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exami nation, then the cou rt record is a bogus document and has
no evidentiary val ue.
Your friend once again draws some entirely unwarranted co n ~
clu sions from Justice Neely's bill. He casually assumes, for ex~
ample, that "Smith wa<; examined with reference 10 'glass look~
ing' in March of 1826" (pp .1 23-24) . But was he? The phrase
"t he glass looker" appears below Joseph's name on the bill. All
of the other defendant's names are listed with the charge beside
them. Joseph's name does indeed have a charge listed beside
it-the charge is " misdemeanor." The phrase "the glass lo oke r"
appearing below his name was an ident ify ing reference, nothing
more. It wasn't the charge, and indeed could not have been; there
was no such crime as glass look ing in the State of New York in the
18205. Thus your friend 's sanctimonious claim that "S mith wru;
actively in vo lved in abominable practices and ran afoul of the law
in the process" (p. 124) is enti rely unfounded.
And what was the outcome of the hearing? Your fri end relies
upon the so~c all ed court record , as well as the equally suspect ac·
count of Judge King Noble, in claiming that Joseph was bound
over for trial. Noble, although a judge, did not hear the case, and
is not a primary source. Without any thin g more substantial to go
on than hi s own and Walters's wishful thinking, your fri end co n~
fidently declares that Ihe hearin g "would have resulted in a later
full trial had Joseph Smith not taken what Joel K. Noble called
'leg bail' (i.e., he ned the area)" (p. 124) . In reality, the ev idence
points toward Joseph' s havin g been acquitted.
The court record your friend relies on so heavily actually does
include some valid details. although badly garbled. 1 mentioned
Ju stice Nee ly's costs of $2.68. There is also an amount of $.19
listed as "warrant s." Another document that Walters ran down
was a bill presented by Constable De Zeng for that amount. Now it
happens that $. 19 was the prescribed amount for a pretrial
mittimu s (warrant of commitment to prison for lack of bail), as set
down in A Conductor Generalis of 18 19. In other words, it was the
amount the constable would charge for bringing an accused person in. If Justice Neely had found that there was a case for Joseph
to answer, he would have ordered him bound over for trial at the
next court of General Sessions, and De Zeng would have charged
an additional $.2 5, which was the prescribed amount for a posttrial
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warrant of commitment. But that charge was not levied; the refore.
Joseph was not remanded to the custody of the constable, and so
he Wa<;. in all probability, acqu itted. That is precisely what Oliver
Cowdery reponed in Latter Day Saints' Messenger and Advocate
2 (October 1835): 202.
So your fri e nd 's confident and sneering pronouncements
about Ihis matter are unfounded. A hearin g took place, cha rge
unknown, and Joseph was acquitted. The on ly valid conclusion to
be drawn fro m these facts is that he was not guilty of a ny
crime- he did not run "afoul of the law ."

Back to Elder Hahn's Letter
Once again. my aunt has ex pressed herse lf quite forthrightly.
and I hope this does not offe nd you. Moving on from the trial
issue, which has been quite satisfactorily seuled as far as I am concerned, I wou ld like to comment on some other poims you ra ise.
In a number of places you seem to argue from your conclusions. This can be seen where you say such things as, "In the
Book of Mormon we find more evidence of his belief in the same
magical practices found in the test imony given at his trial"
(p. 125). Why do you assume that the Book of Mormon renects
Joseph's own beliefs? h could on ly do that if Joseph wrote it, but
he always insisted that he translated it- it may reflect hi s vocabulary, but the beliefs are those of the authors.
Your entire argument that Joseph cou ldn't have been a true
prophet if he was involved in what you choose to call the occul!
seems to me to manifest a kind of spiritual snobbery. You seem to
say that God wouldn ' t stoop to consorting with someone whom
you think unworthy of such contact. But as I'm sure you realize,
we are all unworthy. So were the ancient prophets-but God
spoke to them anyway.
Now I realize that you may accuse me of "joi nin g hands with
atheists" again , but I will ri sk it anyway. After all, I am onl y asking for a little less hypocrisy in dealing with the modern pro phe ts.
What I would like to do is ask you to cons ider whether Moses, by
your standards, was good enough to be a prophet.
When he went before Pharaoh, he took with him his broth er
Aaron. Pharaoh demanded a sign, and Aaron cast down his rod. It
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was a remarkable item, that rod. When Aaron cast it down, it
turned into a serpent; when Aaron picked it up again, it changed
back. I'll come back to Aaron's rod in a moment, but you re~
member that when Pharaoh's magicians cast down their rods, they
also turned into serpents-and Aaron's serpent devoured them.
This is important, because it is clear that this first miracle was a
demonstrati on of the same kind of power that magicians of the
day were able to use. Moses and Aaron were clearly "dabbling in
the occul!" because they were performing the "magical prac~
(ices" of the cu llure that was around them.
But, as you once said to me, there is more-much, much
more. You see, it turns out that the confrontation between the
prophets and the sorcerers was a reenactment of an ancient Egyp~
lian myth wherein Pharaoh proved his kingly power in exact ly the
same way. Moses and Aaron, therefore, were not only using
Egyptian magic, but they were actuall y carrying oul an Egyptian
religious practice by so doing. Doesn't that make you look down
on them with disdain? They can't really be our kind of people,
can they? They jusl aren't sanit ized enough.
And if dabbling in the occu lt is not enough to put you off
Moses, there are other ample reasons to consider him an unsavory
character. For he was a murderer. He saw an Egyptian overseer
beating a slave; in so doing, the overseer was merely carrying out
his lawful duty. But did Moses take that into consideration? Ac~
cord ing to the Bible, he did not. He first looked around guilti ly to
make sure nobody was watching and then murdered the Egyptian
and buried him in the sand. When his crime became known, he
ned the country and was actually on the run from Egyptian law
when he claimed that God spoke to him. Do you really believe
that claim?
If I got really warmed up, I could tell you all about how his
pattern of gett ing his way by murder was repeated; how he broke
several other commandments even after God supposedly gave
them to him; how he had "revelations of convenience" to prop
up his political power; how his marital practices were somewhat,
uh, irregu lar; and how God didn't consider him good enoug h to
even set foot in the promised land. But I hope you realize that I
am not truly making this argument. I am simply pointing out that
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it can be made- all it takes is a Bible and a chip on one 's
shoulder.
But back to Aaron's rod. As I said, it was a nifty gadget. It
cou ld change into a snake; it was the instrume nt Aaron used to
tum the Nile to blood and to brin g various other plagues. After
everything else, it actually budded. And what did they do with thi s
" magical tali sman"? They put it in the ark of the covenant.
I point th is out because you make suc h a to-do about Ol iver
Cowdery having a spiritual gi ft which at one time was referred to
as " the rod" and at another time as " the gift of Aaron." I don't
doubt that this could be li nked with a physical object, such as an
actual rod. Your assumption that it was a dowsing rod is ex.actl y
that-your assumpti on-and as such is not bindi ng on me. It is
a lso not consistent with what the scripture says, for in Doctrine and
Covenants 8:6 we find that thi s gift " has told you many thin gs ."
Dowsin g rod s don't give revelat ions-they mere ly react to water.
I realize that we could easily make a fairly large discussion
about the changes to the Doctrine and Covenants, but this is quite
lon g e nou gh for one letter. I will simply point out a couple of
passages of scripture. First, Isa iah 28: 13- 14: " But the word of the
Lord was unto them precept upon precept, prece pt upon precept;
line upon line, line upon line; here a little, and there a liule; that
they might go, and fall backward , and be broken, and snared, and
taken. Wherefore hear the word of the Lord, yc scorn ful me n . "
And second, Jeremiah 36:32: "The n took Jeremiah another roll ,
and gave it to Baruch the sc ribe, the son of Neriah; who wrote
therei n from the mouth of Jerem iah a ll the words of the book
wh ich Jehoiak im kin g of Judah had burned in the fire: and the re
were added besides unlo them many like words" (e mphasis
added). I'm sure I don' t have to draw you a picture here.
Last of all, you get all indi gnant about Joseph carryin g a
"Jupite r Talisman" in his pocket. You men tion Ihe affidavit of
one Charles Bidamon, son of Emma Sm ith and Lewis Bidamon.
What you don't mention is that Charles was born years after
Joseph died, and hi s affidavit, given in 1938 was to support the
sale of the piece. In other words, Bidamon told the purchaser that
the co in was Joseph's because that would make it more interesting-the statement was "sales talk." To be sure, he claimed that it
wa... one of Joseph' s prized possessions, but that just makes me
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more suspicious; why did Bidamon, born twenty years after
Joseph died. have the coin and not one of Joseph's own sons?
Charles Woods, Joseph's lawyer. made a detailed list of all of
Joseph's personal effects that were found on him at the time of
the martyrdom; the tali sman was not among them. No/ one contemporary source links Joseph with the talisman; it only gelS
linked to him ninety-odd years after his death by a man who
never met him. who was trying to sell something.
But even if it had been Joseph's. why is that important? You
offer not one iota of evidence that he actually used it for anything,
or that it would have been anything other than a sentimental keepsake for him , but the mere possibility that he had this round piece
in hi s pocket is enough for you to assume that he wa'i doing all
manner of satanic practices with it. You know. symbol s only mean
what the people who use them think that they mean, and not what
some book says that they mean; otherwise. none of us would be
able 10 put up a tree at Christmas time. t notice that on one side of
the talisman the figure seems to have what look like Hebrew letters
in boxes, and on the other some odd geometrical figures in the
center, while around the rim are some Greek and ot her leiters . I
dislinctly make oul ltie word DellS. which is Latin for God. Some
might see this as heap big sinister juju, but others with more open
minds might wonder whether it might be seen as a perfectly innocent, even devotional, mnemonic-like the soldier's pack of cards.
Be that as it may, I wonder if the real reason you bring up all
of this stuff is that you think it gets you off the hook. By proving
that Joseph couldn't possibl y be a true prophet, because he was
just nOl the kind of modern, rational, twentieth-century intelligence that you could look up to, you have possibly persuaded
yourself that you don't have to take his truth claims seriously.
I'm sorry, but it's not that easy. The Lord has a habit of calling
the very people that the smart and well-educated set don't admire,
This is partly why, as Jesus pointed out, "a prophet is not without
honour, save in his own cou ntry, and in hi s own house" (Matthew
13:57). The hometown folks can dismiss the prophet because they
know all his little foibles, and in that sense, modem means of mass
commun ication can make us all the Prophet Joseph Smith's
hometown folks, because some people so diligently put his foibles
before us.
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All of these excuses 10 avoid facing the truth claims of the
ch urch, the Prophet, and the Book of Mormon are ult imately
rather flimsy . I know without any doubt that if you gained your
own testimony of the truthfulness of thi s work, you would laug h al
the arguments that you find so compelling now . I c hallenge yo u
to engage the Book of Mormon on its own terms- read ii, ponder
its message, and pray 10 the Fat her in the name of C hri st to know
if it is true. You will find, as I have, that revealed truth is far more
powerful than unai ded human reason.
Once again, it is my heartfelt prayer thai you gain a desire to
seek the Lord 's will.
Your fri end ,

Elder Hahn
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Letter 8: The Book of Mormon and the Book of Abraham
Dear Mr. White,
Thi s must be the longest letter yet. Once again, I' ve had to
write home to get some ex tra information . Thi s time, thou gh, I've
given Aunt Jenny a. rest-she's more into earl y LOS history any way-and asked my Uncle Larry to chip in . He's really into the
ancient world and knows a lot about the Book of Abraham.
Anyway. having read your letter, I find you are still tossing up
anti -Mormon argu ments. And you still refuse to pray about the
Book of Mormon. Well, that is, of course, your choice; however,
the arguments you use to justify that refusal are, if you don't
mind my say ing so, rather thin.
To begin with, your likening it to praying about the Satanic
Bible by Anton LaVey is just plain si lly (see p. 132). What are the
truth cl aims of that volume? I haven ' t read it, but I would expect
that it claims to have been inspired by Satan, who is the father of
lies. So if it is true, then it is an evil book full of lies. But if it was
mere ly writte n by uninspired, wicked men, then it is fal se. In
neither case can it be of interest to those who desire to follow God
and Christ, as we do.
The Book of Mormon is an e ntirely different matter. It testifi es of Ch ri st in a direct way. It also testifies of the Bible. It claims
to have been given to the world by miraculous means. All of Ihis
merits serious conside ration~whic h you refuse to give. Instead,
you insist on making the Book of Mormon subject to the Bible.
And not only to the Bible, but to you r interpretation of the Bible;
God , it would seem, is not allowed to reveal anything that is not in
harmon y with the resu hs of you r exegesis. Your method. and you r
personal skill in using that method, carry as much weight as the
sacred text itself-if not more . Since you will not permit God to
reveal anythi ng that disagrees with you r own conclusions, it would
seem that you have rather more faith in your own mental powers
than you do in him . Thus when you announce, " 1 will not question God's truth by prayin g about it" (p. 132), you are assumi ng
that your own conclusions are God's truth- they are infallible
and couldn't possibly be wrong.
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You say that the Book of Mormon is "opposed to biblical
teachi ng" (p. 132). Yet when we come down to cases, it invariably
turn s out that your interpretation of the Book of Mormon is opposed to your interpretation of biblical leac hing. And that is
surel y the rub, since people who read the Bible and the Book o f
Mormon together, understanding each in the light of the other,
find onl y harmony and consiste ncy in them.
You also argue against praying about the Book of Mormon
on the grou nds thai Moroni 's promise " is a 'no win ' propositi on" (p. 133), since il pu ts the fail ure of the promise bac k onto
the person who is praying. That rather depends on your poin t of
view; onl y you and the Lord know how si ncere you arc being in
your prayer, and if you were to tell me that you prayed si ncere ly
and didn't get an answer, I would have to accept that. Actually it is
only "a 'no win' proposition" in that you can't use you r failure
to get an answer as ev idence with which to conv ince me of any·
thing. It works exactl y both ways- my testi mony is not binding
on you, and your lack of one is not binding o n me. Each of us is
equall y free to re ly on the Lord alone, without the other getting in
the middle of that re lati onsh ip . Moroni's promise sim pl y means
that the Lord takes upon himself the responsibility of revea li ng
the truth to his children, leaving them free to decide whether to
accept that trulh-o r even seck it in the first place. My role as a
mi ss ionary is to poinl il out and invite you to see k it. I have to
Irust the Lord to do the rest.
I find thai Jesus made some promises in person that arc
equally difficult to test. Consider Matthew 17 :20. How could a ny·
o ne test that? " Didn ' t the mountain move? Then you must not
have had enou gh faith-it's obvious ly your own fault." Is this
another examp le of a double standard-i t's okay when the Bible
says it, but not when the Book of Mormon does?
You also claim that "any group (and many of them have
do ne so in the past and continue to do so today) can construct
suc h a 'test' about the truthfulness of their teac hin gs" (p. 133). I
find that an interesting claim. I have never come in con tact with
such a g roup. Would you like to name one? If there is even o ne
such group that (a) spend s onl y an hour at a time leaching people
in their own homes, (b) is able to go away and leave people to
read and pray alolle 10 find whether what they teach is true, and
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(c) as a result, experiences growth signifi cant enough to be seen as
a threat by the "mai nst rea m" churches, then I would be very,
very interested to know about it.
You go on to offer your "five reasons" why nobody "s hould
pray about the Book of Mormon" (p, 134-53). They are, if yo u
don't mind my saying so, astoundingly weak. The first reason,
"The Book of Mormon is hi storicall y inaccurate" (p. 134), seems
to equate to, "Archaeologists know better than God." Are you
aware that secular archaeologists are unanimous that Israel did nOI
conquer Canaan, as described in the Bible? Do you rea lize th at not
one sc rap of archaeological ev idence has turned up to support the
life and deeds of Abraham or the resurrecti on of the Savior? What
archaeologist (apart from Indiana Jones, that is) can tell you where
the ark of the covenant is?
The statement you quote from Carlson, that there is in effect
no such thing as Book of Mormon archaeology (see p. 137), is
true enough- but largely because the geographical problem has
not been solved. In your eagerness to "prove" the Book of
Mormon wrong, you have actually supplied the answers to many
of your own objections when you point out that we don ' t really
know where the events it describes took place. Until the archaeologists know for certain where to dig, how can you reasonably
expect them to find anything?
And even if they do find anything, how are we to recognize it?
It is en tirely possible that archaeologists have already dug up
some Nephite artifacts, but there isn' t anything that makes th em
clearl y identifiable as such. You make quite a deal about Nephite
"co inage," pointing out that "no such coins have ever been
fo und ." How do you know? Can you describe a senine well
enough that anyone who found one would recognize it? The
words coin, coins, and coinage, as well as mint, minted, and mintjllg are entirely absent from the Book of Mormon text, and these
units of money are clearly also units of weight. Insisting that
Nephite monetary units represe nt minted coins is a straw man
arg ume nt.
You try to link the Book of Mormon with View of the Hebrews, bu t that isn' t even a straw man-it's just a straw to grasp.
View is as diffe rent from the Book of Mormon as they both are
from King Lear or Batmall. Sure, View quotes many verses from
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Isaiah-but that can only indicate "borrow in g" if the number of
ve rses they both quote, in common, is stalist ica ll y significant, bUI it
is not. Isaiah, you see, has a total of 1,292 verses. The Book o f
Mormon cites 459 Isaiah verses, o r 35.53 pe rcent of the total.
View oJtlze Hebrews c ites 116 Isaiah verses, or 8.98 percent of the
total.
Given thai such a lot of Isaiah verses arc qUOIcd in hoth books,
if there wa~ absolutely no relationship between the m, rando m

chance alone would allow for some of the same verses 10 be
quoted in both. In fact, random chance could account fo r 35.53
percent of 8.98 percen t. which is 3.19 percent of 1.292 verses, or a
total of 41 verses being c ited in both books. In fact the two books
have just 23 Isaiah verses in common, which is well inside the lim~
its that random chance allows. Thus the Isaiah quotations fou nd in
the Book of Mormon provide no support whatsoever for the
hypothesis that View of the Hebrews was a "source" of any kind.
I'm not just makin g those numbers up. My brother has a
copy of View, and a few months before my mission, I read it. I
also obtained counts of the verses and figured out the odds.
Contrary to your claim, B. H. Roberts absolutely did nor lose
faith in the Book of Mormon-his study was merely an attempt to
antic ipate possible futu re critic isms. And no, that' s not something
that LOS "apologis ts" simpl y in vented to try to cover up. Elder
Roberts wrote a cover letter that accompanied his study. In that he
te lls his real conclus ion, name ly, that "our faith is not on ly unshaken but un shakable in the Book of Mormon" (8. H. Roberts's
letter of 15 March 1922, in Roberts, SlIldies of the Book of MormOil, 58). That's the real verdict of the man whom you describe
as "one of the greatest minds in LOS history." I agree with him .
The question of ani mals and crops is a hoary old chestnut. In
reality it is the ru le. and not the exception, that migrants rename
animals, nam ing spec ies they find after ot hers from "bac k
home." My seco nd companion was from Scot land . I once had a
good argument with him about what an elk is. He says that an e lk
is a very big animal that looks like a moose. When I showed him a
picture of an elk, he said to me, "Oeh, Elder, that's no' an elk;
that's a red deer." And indeed, from his point of view, he was
right; our e lk is a red deer to people from Europe. wh ile our
moose is their e lk .
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Likew ise with crops. What is "corn"? It gets mentioned in the
Bible a number of times, and it is certainly not what we call corn.
My Scottish companion ca lled our corn "maize" and insisted that
oats are the " real" corn. He also mentioned in passing that the
Engli sh, whom he called "Sassenachs," use the word corn to de·
scribe grain. And so it is not merely possible, but actually likely,
that the Nephites did the same as our migrant forbears didrenaming plant s and animals to suit the uses they put them to.
Your second reason, the "false doctrine" one, goes right back
to what J said at the start of the letter: what you call "false doc ·
trine" I ca ll truth ; what you call "b iblical truth" I call your inter·
pretation. It 's all a matter of opinion . I cou ld say more on this
point, but it can wa it for another time.
Your discussion of Abinadi's teaching on the Godhead has
several problems. First, you fai l to understand that Abinadi ,
prophesying in Old Testament limes, is perfectly correct when he
describes Jesus as "God him self'; as I pointed out in an earlier
letter, Jesus is Jehovah, the God of Old Testament times, the one
whom Israelites regularl y called "God. " But you are ignoring a
good part of Abinadi's teaching and distortin g the rest, when yo u
insist that he is teaching modal ism. What does Abinadi mean when
he says that Jesus is "the father. because he was conceived by the
power of God"? If he meant that Jesus was the father himself, in
person, why didn't he just say so? Or why didn't he say that Jesus
was "the father, because he was conceived by his own power"?
Clearly the God by whose power Jesus was conceived is somebody
else. But since Jesus was the personal re presentative and messenger
of the Father, it is natural that ancient people would identify him
with the Father. This is perfect evidence of the Book of Mormon
as an anc ient book, since modem people never think in those
terms; contrary to your conclusion, then, it is clearly not the pro·
ducti on of Joseph Smith.
But note again where Abinadi says, "And they are one God "
(Mosiah 15:4). Abinadi is emphasizing the perfect unity shared
by the members of the Godhead; the plural pronoun makes it
clear that he is nol teaChi ng any idea like modalism. A modalistic
teaching would have to say, "And he is one God, manifesting
himself in different ways." No such leaching ever appears in the
Book of Mormon.
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But I notice that, once again, you are arguing from the conclusions of your own argument. You say , " It is evident that , at the
time of the writing of the Book of Mormon, Joseph Smith did not
believe in a plurality of gods at all. He was still, technically at least,
a 'monotheist'" (p. 143), You are trying to use the Book of
Mormon as evidence of what Joseph Smith thought-and the n
argue that since it renects Joseph Smith's own ideas. he must have
written it. An argument doesn' t get much more circular than that.
Your third reason, that "the Book of Mormon was given by a
fal se prophet" (p. 144), is one that I addressed in my pre vious
leuer. You have entirely failed to prove that Joseph wa'i a fal se
prophet.
By including "anachroni sms" among your "grave textual
problems" (p. 144) you seem to be trying to give your first argument-the "h istorically inaccurate" one-a second turn at bat.
But the "cross" and "Bible" issues seem, if I may say so, a little
contrived . If you believe in prophecy, then you presumably accept that prophets could know that, in the fmure, brutal men
would introduce crucifixion, on the one hand, while on the other
hand uninspired men would declare the canon of scripture closed.
Given that prophets could know such things, the choice of words
becomes a si mple matter of translation. So, can you think of more
appropriate words?
You then discuss the Liahona in these words:
In I Nephi 18: 12 we read of a "compass" being
used by Nephi on the trip across the ocean to the
"promised land. " The compass was not invented till
some time later. You might say that this was simply a
"mi racle," but why do we not find exa mples of compasses among the descendants of these peo ple?
(p. 145)
Clearly, you think the Liahona was an ordinary magnetic
compass, when in fact it wa.~ nothing of the sort. It was given to
Lehi while they were st ill in the desert, and a numbe r of passages
describe it. Indeed, I am at a loss as to why you did not refer to its
first appearance, described in I Nep hi 16: 10. I cannot imagine
why you did not refer to this much fuller description-unless you
chose to ignore it because it is so clear about the real nature of the
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"com pa ss" Lehi was given? Have you Iried to suppress this pas·
sage because it doesn' l su pport your opinion?
Here is Nephi's descriplion:
And it came to pass that as my fath er arose in the
morning, and went forth to the tent dOOf, to his great
astonishmenl he beheld upon the ground a round ball
of curious workmanship; and it was of fine brass. And
within Ihe ball were two spindles; and the one pointed
the way whither we should go into the wi lderness.
So it was nOI magnetic, because it pointed first south· southeast
(see 1 Nephi 16:13) and then east (see 1 Nephi 17:1). It onl y
worked according to the faith of its users (see 1 Nephi 16:28), and
il had wrilin g on it (see I Nephi 16:27) that changed from time to
time (see I Nephi 16:29). At the end of the twentieth century, at
the very height of our technological prowess, human ingenuity
can only now start to duplicate what the Liahona did. Everything
about it was miraculous-I "might say" indeed! And 1 mi ght
further say that of course the Nephites couldn ' t make others like
it; neither can we. So your question, "W hy do we not find ex·
amp les of compasses among Ihe descendants of these people?" is
rnther silly. Why on eart h would you ex pect to? Its miraculous
properties cou ldn 't be replicated, and it was useless as a model for
magnet ic compasses, since it wasn't one.
I'm afraid that int roducing "A lpha and Omega" as well as
"ad ieu" reaches new lows in banality (p. 145). In our mission, we
reckon the "ad ieu" argument to be the silliest of aU anti·Mormon
arguments against the Book of Mormon; the "Jerusalem nativity "
argument (from Alma 7: 10) is onl y the second silliest, and yet I
not iced you drew the line at that. You must be slipping to let
"adieu" get under the wire. Of course a trans lator can use what·
ever word best suits the meanin g he is trying to express 10 the
modem audience, and both "adieu" and "A lpha and Omega"
work rather well in that regard . Of course Jacob's breth ren didn ' t
speak Frenc h. Neither did they speak English-the language the
rest of hi s book is now in. Why is one French word a problem,
whi le 239,000 English words are not ?
You also e ngage in the fam ous circular argumenl of so·called
plagiarism. You ask, " Do you really Ihink that Peter was actually
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quoti ng the Book of Mormon when he gave his speech in Acts
3:22-26 (in compari son with Deuteronomy 18: 15, 18- 19 and
3 Nephi 20 :23-26)?" (pp. 145-46). Of course [ don ' {- Peter
didn ' t have the Book o f Mormon to quote fro m. But in 3 Nephi it
is the Lord speaking; Peter could very well have been qu otin g
what the Lord taught him and the other apostles. Tn fact, while th e
Lord could have taught it to them at any lime he was with them. it
is mest likely a postresurrecti on teaching, belonging to the FortyDay mini stry.
Ju st so you know, plagiarism happens when some bod y takes
someone else's work and claims it as his or her own. Joseph
didn ' t claim the Book of Mormon as his own work, so it' s not
plagiarism. In thi s particular case, Joseph is taking the Lord' s
words and auributing the m to the Lord . What decei t!
I'm not go ing to get into a discussion of the nuts and bolt s of
the translation of the Book of Mormon (see pp. 146-49). I wasn' t
there at the time, so anything r say would o nly be guesswork-just
as your opinions are . The important thing is that it was translated
by the gift and power of God and that anyone who reads it, ponders its message, and earnestl y prays to know of its truthfulness
will receive an answer from above.
I have come across the terribly trivial issue of changes in the
variou s editions of the Book of Mo rmo n before today (see
pp. 149-53). The fact that the first ed ition reads " mo ther of
God" instead of " mo the r of the Son of God" ( I Nephi II: 18)
simply shows that that passage wa..<; written by someone who had
never been exposed to--or rebelled against- med ieval Chri stianity, that is, its author was lIor Protestant. But nobody ever said
Nephi was. The change, and others like ii, simply clarifies which
member of the Godhead is being spoke n about. It is o nly a questi on o f "co nfu sion as to just who Jesus is" to someone who is
trying to find fault. Actually one of the strong ev idences of the
authenticity of the Book of Mormon is the fact that eac h prophet
has a sl ight ly d ifferent interpretation of the ro le of the Messiah.
But, as I already mentioned, for the most part, Jesus is God , and it
is entirely correct to see him as such. None of the changes alter
the actual meaning of the text; Joseph was right about that. or
cou rse.
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Ammon's mistake about King Benjamin is a completely
authenlic detail, the sort that we would expect to find in the cir·
cumstances, As you yourself quoted, "And king Benjamin li ved
three years and he died" (Mosiah 6:5). That is, he lived for three
years after he placed his son Mosiah on the throne. Now if yo u
read dow n the same col umn just a few inches, you will find that
Ammon's exped it ion set out for Lehi-Nephi about three years
after Mosiah ascended the throne- see Mosiah 7: 1-3. So it is
certainly possible that King Benjamin was still alive when
Ammon's group left If so, Ammon might well have bel ieved that
Benjamin was still alive when he met King Limhi. This is just the
sort of mistake that a genuine historical account cou ld make. Thus
the first ed ition was most probab ly the correct translation, while
the later editions are more historically accurate. But I really wonder if you didn't realize that already. Maybe you were just relying
on the Tanners agai n, or maybe, as my Aunt Jenny suggested, you
were playing games with the evidence on your own account.
I think I know what she wou ld make of you r handling of the
"white and del ightsome" issue (see pp. 152-53). In this regard,
the 1981 ed ition reflects the changes made by the Prophet Joseph
Smith himself in the second edit ion, when he also changed while
to pure (see, for example, 2 Neph i 30:6; compare this usage to
Daniel 12: I 0). That c hange was lost in subsequent editions and
restored in 1981. Your statement that "the fact that it was put into
this form (a physical quality being replaced with a moral or a
spiritual one) after the 'revelation' giving the priesthood to the
blacks (June 8, 1978) seems to be more than just a 'coinc idence'" (p. 153) is simply you r own opinion. As such, it tells me
nothing about the Book of Mormon. But it does tell me something about you. It tells me that you are wi lling to find fault wherever you can. It tells me that you a re judgmental and accusatory.
In reality, the 198 \ edition was a major effort to correct the
standard Book of Mormon text in line with the Prophet Joseph
Smith's own work. The change from white to pure was Joseph's
own.
You go on to say that if you were to pray about the truth of
the Book of Mormon. your prayer would have to say,
God, I know that this book is historically inaccurate,
and I know that this book contains teachings that are
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contrary to those doctrines taught in your Word, and I
know that Joseph Smith fa il s the test of a true prophet .
and I know that there are many problems with the text
showing it to be a mode rn composition and not an ancient record. and I know that the text of this book has
undergone a good deal of editing and changing. but .
despite all of that. is it true?" (p. 153)
But that is, I'm sorry to say , a contrived and grossly exaggerated
attempt to make seeking the Lord seem somehow ridiculous and
certainly does not constitute an open mind.
In reality , you do not know that the Book of Mormon is historically inaccurate at all; you merely think that it is. Nor do yo u
know that its doctrines are contrary to the Bible. any more than
you know that the Bible is the only document containing God's
word. Nor do you know that Joseph Smith was a false prophet or
that the Book of Mormon is a modern compos iti on.
Your argument that Joseph was a fal se prophet rests, in part,
on your argument that "i n the Book of Mormon we find more
evidence of his belief in the same magical practices found in the
testimony given at his trial" (p. 125). But that a lso rests on the assumption that Joseph wrote the Book of Mormon-in ot he r words,
that he was a fal se prophet. How do you know that he was a false
prophet? Because the Book of Mormon shows hi s magical be liefs.
How do you know they are his beliefs? Because he was a false
prophet. And so your circular argument proves its own premises,
as ci rcu lar arguments always do,
Actually, a humble servant of God could phrase the question
something like thi s: "Father in Heaven, my imperfect human wisdom leads me to reject the Book of Mormon. Bul I know onl y
what man can know . Thou knowest all things, including those
things that arc hidden from me. Is it true?"
1 ent irel y fail to see how asking such a question would be to
" de ny the Christian faith" or "abuse the pri vi lege of praye r ."
Actually the pious indignation with which you refuse to "a bu se
the pri vilege" is strongly reminiscent of Kin g Ahaz, in Isaiah
7:10-13. Prayer, according to you, is so " impo rtant " to you that
you won't use it to actually ask God anything, for to you that
wou ld be to "test God" and "quest ion the revelation of his
truth. " Of course that 's not what it would be at all , and, indeed. it
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could only be so if you elevate your own conclusions to the status
of divine revelation.
And, as I said in my first letter, your argument can be just as
easily turned around. As I mentioned, I have a testimony of the
truthfulness of the Book of Mormon. That testimony is more than
just a feeling; Ihe Holy Ghost has revealed to me personally Ihat il
is true. If praying to know if the Book of Monnon is true is to
"ask Him to repeat what He has already said" (p. 19), then
wouldn't it be equally faithless for me 10 investigate a question
that God has already seuled? And in my case, the question was not
scttlcd indirectly via the Bible, but direclly and personally.
Therefore, it seems to me that if you are going to ask me to
put my faith on the line by testing it according 10 Ihe Bible, you
should be equally willing to put yours on the line by making the
Book of Mormon a matter of prayer. But you quite consciously
demand Ihat I put my revealed faith on the line, even while you
insist that your speculative faith is to be regarded as unqueslion·
able. Your double slandards are nowhere more glaring than on
Ihis pain!.
As I mentioned earlier, my brother says that medieval Judaism
"reinvented" itself in reaclion to Christian claims. I wonder if
you are not reinventing mainstream Christianity in reaction to the
claims of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter·day Saints. When
you define prayer as "an act of worship that is to be undertaken
in solemn adoration" (p. 153) to the exclusion of actually asking
God any questions, you seem to be making quile a nonbiblical
definilion of prayer. It almost seems as if you want to remove
prayer as a means of seeking truth, something that you would not
need to do if you thought it would lead to the conclusions you
wanl 10 eSlablish.
Now I would like to discuss the Ezekiel and Isaiah prophecies
with you, but this letter is already too long. and I haven't given
you Uncle Larry's analysis of your Book of Abraham material. I
will simply affirm my belief that Isaiah 29 is a prophecy of the
restoration of the gospel, even in detail. Verses 20 and 21 seem
especially apt in consideralion of your various arguments.
Now we come to your arguments about the Book of Abraham.
I muSI say thaI I find it extremely hard 10 believe Ihat yOli would
find two missionaries who have never heard of the Book of
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Abraham. But I would like you now to read my uncle's letter, a
copy of which is attached. I warn you that it is nllher long. In OU f
family. we regard Uncle Larry as just a little bit eccentric. In some
ways, he seems to Jive more in the anc ient world than in the modern one. And he see ms to have pulled out a ll the stops in his response to your letter-he's eve n got footnoles.
As you can see, the arguments you have presented against the

Book of Abraham are not espec iall y convinc ing, in light of CU f rent Egyplological knowledge. I am especially impressed by the
facl thaI the Book of Abraham gives the authentic Egyptian story
of the original sculemenl of the land , shorn of its rcligiousmythologicallrappings. You have not addressed this fact, but that
is not surprisi ng. si nce that story was unknown to the Western
world in the I 830s. In fact, since the Book of Abraham conta in s
the first vers ion of thai story any Americans ever heard, how cou ld
Joseph Smith have known about it . except by revelation?
I am glad to see, at the close of your letter, that you are "concerned and praying." 1 hope your prayers seek two-way communication, in that you are prepared to li sten to the Lord and not do
all the talking yourself.
May you humble yourself enough to seek hi s will.
Your friend,
Elder Hahn
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Letter 8a: Uncle Larry Holds Forth
Dear (nephew) Elder Hahn,
You know I always hate to be so formal, as il just isn' t my
style, but in respect (which I do have for you and your wonderful
sacrifice of time to teach folk s about the Good Lord) I'll call yo u
Elder. Now then, son, about the leiter you recently wrote to me
and which I have sal on for a day or two and th ought about with
great inleresl. Thi s fe llow, James White, the chap you wrote me
about, is bothering you about the papyri? What is he tryi ng to pull
here with you? Of course you don't know about the papyri; that
isn' t what yo u' re trying to teach. The gospel ought to be presented in proper order, but this fellow comes along and wants to
divide fractions before he can add regular whole numbers, so to
speak. But just to inform you so you know in the future, I'll tell
you what his problem is. In a word, everything.
You know as well as 1 do that folk s who want to stir up troubl e
always get things backwards; they do it on purpose in order to
confuse. The Phari sees are among us sti ll after all these centuries, I
suppose. I noticed he claims that the anti -Mormon authors, the
Tanners, in their book Mormonism: Shadow or Reality have done
the most work on the papyri. This isn't near the truth, but the
critics just have 10 have someone be their hero who does their
thinking for them . Now, the n, as to the idea that Mormon schol ars
and the church are trying to keep Ihis informatio n on the papyri
away from the regu lar church attenders: No kidding? Since when?
Look here. I'm going to bring out some sources that I know yo u
are nol aware of, so yo u' ll have th e references for him to go
through (if he will). This is going to get extensive, but at least
frOIll the get-go you' ll know he is woefully inadequate in hi s
knowledge about all phases of the papyri and the facsimiles, as
well as aboul the Egyptologists and their stance. That is essentially
what you will need to know, as you can then dig into thi s later
when you come home to your mom and dad and family.
Inc identally your dad and I went fishing the other night and
he out fished me again . I told him it 's because he was calmer than
I was against this White fell ow you're wrangling with, and hence
perhaps had a more kindly. meek approach to him . But then, as
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we a ll know from the time you were just a wee tot, I haven' t taken
any guff against the Prophet Joseph Sm ith, the c hu rch, o r ot he rwise, and I'm too o ld to change that alt itude . I suppose with m y
long hair and no- hold s-barred att itude, I have a lot of Porte r
Rockwell in me to give the c ri tics somethin g to deal with. If they
want to lie, J wanl to reveal it. Let's look into thi s now in so me
depth, shall we?
In the fi rst place, Mr. Wh ite does n't have much know ledge of
the Egyptologists at all. Do you remember when I went to the
university severa l years back to do some firs thand researc h, lake
classes, and have lunch with some of them? Well, John Wil son told
me then that he had no intention o f trying to cause a fuss or argument with the papy ri. He was si mply practici ng his hand at
translating. hopin g to bring more li ght in on the subject. Why. he
had not hing but respect for the Mormons and he even to ld me
(and later printed it) that if it had been anyone else aski ng the
Egyptolog ists to tra nslate papy ri fo r any othcr c hurch they wou ld
have refused to do it. Hi s was a helpfu l attitude, not this c hild ish
nonsense this Wh ite fe ll ow prcsents. 2 In fact. Wilson was one of
the most respected Egyptologists and certa inl y knew the inside of
the fi eld better than any mere ou tsider. Why, over the wonderfu l
lunc h salads we used to consumc with pass io n there at the unive r~
sity, we wou ld constant ly talk about how Egypto log ists were always trying 10 sorl thi ngs out in ancient Egypt and how we constant ly had to rcdo what had been done by the others before our
time. Thi s is something White j ust cannot grasp. Wi lson always
used to te ll us how bi ased James Breasted was in hi s ap proac h to
ancient Egypt. 3 Now we've all read Breasted and wc'vc all
learned a thing or two from his powerful pen, but we all knew that
he never had the last wo rd on things Egyptian, as none of us do
either. That is a point critics fai l to understand . But the rest of us

2
See John A. Wilson, ThoUJallds of Years: All Archaeologist's Searclr
for Ancien' Egypl (New York: Scribner's Sons, 1972). 177: "In ngrecing \0
study the papyri we had no interest in controversy. We simply were eager to try
out our skills on new manuscripts. I should nOI have agreed to translate i f the
invitation had not come from the Mormons."
3 See ibid .. 43 (speaking of James Breasted): ··Similarly. in his history
course. he went right down the middle of Ihe story. brushing aside complexities
and uncertainties in order \0 give us the sweep of mortal triumph and tragedy:'
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scholars and Egyptologists certain ly are aware of our limited un·
derstanding of history and archaeology,
Wil son used to tell me, "Larry, the prob lem you LDS scholars
have is you are so emotionall y attached to the subject." Well, he
sure had a good point, and I wou ld suggest to him that so was he.
He ended up printing something to that effect. 4 In fact, after sev·
eral of their discussions. Egyptologists found that there were ma ny
mistakes in their research,s Now wou ld Mr. White then extend his
4
See Wi lson. Thousands of Years, 51: '''oday there is still eagerness 10
learn. but this becomes dampened by the necessities of office holding, which
discourage imaginative scholarship." "What is now going on in Oriental studies
may be called specialization or fragmenta tion, according to one's emotional
bias" (p. 11 2). "Specialization means both refini ng and narrowing. The
fragmentation of Oriental studies has strengthened the control of restricted fields
of study at the cost of the broader picture. Narrowing down the focus cuts off the
wider periphery of vision, which includes outside contacts. It is all very well to
insist that II picture has more meaning if you can play light upon it from diffe rent
directions. But life is short, and our immediate interests demand all of our time
and attention" (p. 113). "In their writings scholars may attack one anot her in
more vigorous language than they would use in verbal debate. The language of
academic disagreement is superficially polite" (p. 120). "When Breasted offered
the Egyptian Govcrnment the Rockefeller proposal for a new museum and training institute. the defeat of this overture sharply illustrated archaeological antagonisms. An admirable idea crashed on the irrational reefs of international and
personal politics" (p. 121). "Every writer of history must remember that his
works will be dated and will have only a limited currency. I have tried to tell my
stude nts that what I tell them is always subject 10 change, that they will be privilegcd to revise written hislory by thcir own discoveries and interp retations"
( pp. 135-36) .
5
See Wilson. Thousands of Years, 137: "Frankfort's 'multiplicity of
approach' I accepted wholeheartedly-that is. the argument that the ancients did
not select one e1l.pianalion of a phenomenon but believed that a world of divine
miracle was capable of different causations. For example, the different myt hs
abou tl he creation were all instances of the productive purposes of the gods and
thus reassured man that the gods worked in different ways to achieve the same
goals .... Alt hough the ancient logic is not our logic, it had its own consistency and integrity. One has to leave the world of rational scientific causality
and enter the world of cxpected miracles to understand this." "My lack of enthusiasm was a legacy from Breasted, who loved Egypt so much that he saw its culture as independently creative and not influenced from the outside" (p. 138).
"Obviously my argu ment is extreme. No systcm can last a thousand years unless
it has some vital sap in it. Other scholars have pointed OUI genuine triump hs
in later ages. I may have presented a partial truth as though it were the whole
truth .... Some of what Wi! may have embraced in the 1920s has been cast
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logic to proc laim in stentorian voice that this proves the Egyptologists are phony? He' d be laughed out of the arena of scholarship were he to do so, yet that is what critics have done with LOS
scholars on this papyri issue. If they can find just one minor point
on which an LDS sc holar is wrong, they immediately throw out all
the scholarship on the papyri.6 Such ex.tremes are what Wilson
was clearly againsl. 7
While critics love to pretend there is a unified front of Egy ptologislS against the Prophet Joseph S mith 's explanations and
LDS scholarship. we constantly talked about the problems and
d ifferences of the scholars. G. Ernest Wright was one of the foremost scholars who said there is no unified fi e ld in any sc ho larship

away .... So similarly what we now see as the truth m3Y 3ppe3r to be absurd a
generation from now" (p. 142). In dealing with the Egyptian translations for
James Pritchard' s Ancient Netlr Eastern Texts Relating 10 the Old Testamenl
(1950), Wilson ack nowledges that "My renderings were generally reliable.
careful rather than literary, and unmarked by any nashes of ge nius. Indeed Sir
Alan Gardiner. in the Journal of Egyptian Archaeology lhereafter JF..A} (1953) ,
once showed that I had translated the lines in one broken telt backward!"
(pp. 143-44). "I once wrote an article (Journal of Nea r Eastern Studies (here3fter
JNES) 1955) claimi ng that Hierakonopolis must have been small and
economically insignificant because it lay in an area that is poor in its modern
agricultu ral production. That may havc been reasonable 3S a theory. but actu31
observation has shown that I was wrong" (p. 184).
6 An elcellent recent example is Stephen E. Thompson. "Egyptology
and the Book of Abraham." Dialogue 28/1 ( 1995): 143-60. See also Stan
Larson. Quest for the Gold Plates: Thomas S/I/(/rl Frrguson's Archaeological
Searchfor the Book of Mormon (Sail Lake City: Freethinker Press. 1996). and
John Gee's review of the Larson book in FARMS Review of Books 10/2 (1 998) :
158-83.
7
Sce Wilson. Thousands oj Years, 175-76: "Back in 1912 an Episcopal
bishop had mounted an allack on Joseph Smith 3S 3 tmnslator. He had solici ted
and published several offhand and hostile opinions from Egyptologists. The
resulting controversy h3d left a lot of bitterness. Scholarship required a more
responsible 3nalysis than a lot of indignant snorls." "A va lid counterargumcnt
for the faithful would be that we Egyptologists can cl3im no inspi ration. We C3n
onl y scrape the surface meaning. If Joseph Smith was a prophet. he was an
instrumcnt of divine authority, so that he might find the deepest meaning. Although ou r work deals with fact. we must rcspect bith. As the Protestant world
survived the Higher Criticism of the Bible three gcnerations ago, the Mormons
will survive this criticism" (p. 177).
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of any kind on any subject. 8 So when critics say that all is proven
false in the Mormon papyri and thai the church ought to quit
faking th ings that are sti ll being discovered or retranslated into
more correct terms and forms, I would suggest to the critics that
they at least bother to inform themselves of the real situation. This
reassessment is constantly goi ng on in all field s of scholarly endeavor, and none more so than in Egypto logy itself, We are nowhere near a comp lete and thorough understanding of what was
once thought the basics of ancient Egypt and Egyptological understanding. I'll leave all the good ies for you in the footnote .9
8
See G. Ernest Wright, "Biblical Archaeology Today," in New Dir~clions in I1iblical Archaeology, cd. Dayid N. Freedman and Jonas C. Greenfield
(Garden City. N.Y.: Doubleday, 1969). 149-65. He reviews Werner Keller's
book The Bible as History: A Confirmation of the Book of Books, tran s.
Wi lliam Neil (New York: Morrow, 1956), and finds it far too simplistic (see
pp.149-51). For instance, with Jericho, "there is no thing but negative archaeo[ogica l evidence" (po 151). 'The most astonishing thi ng to be said about
the field of biblical history is that in spite of the vast mass of new evidence
which archaeology has provided, there is no starti ng point that can be agreed
upon by the various groups of scholars, no met hod of extracting history fro m
tradition that forms a consensus" (p. 155).
9
The Egyptian field is always being reassessed. Compare Stephen E.
Thompson. "The AnOinting of Officials in Ancient Egypt," JNES 5311 (1994):
20, wherein he is refuting another Egyptologist; Josef W. Wegner, 'The Nature
and Chronology of the Senwosret lII-Amenemhat III Regnal Succession: Some
Considerations Based on New Eyidence from the Mortuary Temple of Senwosret
III at Abydos," JNES 55/4 ([996): 249- 79. where he notes that, because of new
archaeological and text discoveries, the "standard chronology" of the Twelfth
Dynasty has to be abandoned: Alberto R. W. Green, 'The Identity of King So of
Egypt- An Alternatiye Interpretation," JNES 5212 ( 1993): 99-108. for various
contradictory materials and evidence: Anthony Spal inger. "Notes on the Ancient
Egyptian Calendars," Orientalia 64 (1995): 17-32. showing there is no consensus ye t on the ancient calendar system of the ancie nt Egyptians: Jose M. Gal:!n,
"EA [64 and the God Amun," JNES 5lf4 (1992): 287-91, demonstrating that,
after all. there arc Mesopotamian parallels to the ancient Egyptian gods: Kalja
Gocbs, "Untersuchungen zu Funktion und Symbolgehalt des 1IrT/S ," Zeitschrifl fUr
Agyplische Sprach~ Ulld Aller/umsk,mde (hereafter zAS) 12212 (1 995): 154-8 1,
whe rein she gives the latest information on this very important Egyptian crown,
showing that new combinations of gods and their various concepts can form
hreakthroughs and supplements in our understandi ng, even involvi ng th e
Sphinx, the king, and the sun-god; Jose M. Ga!:!n, " Bullfight Scenes in Ancient
Egyptian Tombs," lEA 80 ( 1994): 8\-96, wherein the scenes depict an allegorical concept of the Pharaohs and kings overcoming fights and contests against
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Since Mr. White lacks the sc holarly acume n to deal with the papyri and the Egypto logical literature, is it any surpri se to you thai
he won ' t show you this continuous reevaluation goin g on in th e
fi e ld? And note that thi s reassessment covers virtually the e nti re
history, rel igion, politics, c hrono logy, philosophy, and econo mics
of the anc ient Egy ptians. We just simpl y are not done by an y
stretch of the imag ination.
And I can' t help but notice with amuse ment how Mr. White
tell s you there is no need to go into the aclual papyri because we
have everything we need to see if Joseph was a true prophet in the
Pearl of Great Price, and then he launches off into the papyri .
Suc h consistency o n his part. If we don' t need 10 go in to iI, th e n
why does he? (see pp. 158-59). He is correct about one thin g
though-" Please do nol engage in a frantic searc h for some
kind- any kind- of 'ex pl anatio n' for S mith 's obv ious bl unde rs
and erro rs" (p. 167). That isn' t your job; it's mine. The thi ng I
note is that thi s While fe llow si mpl y refuses to engage in any kind
of researc h himself but is content to declare things on hi s own
(w ithout any documentat io n) and then give us o ne qUOIatio n fro m
the 1969 view of the papyri. But, my boy, I must insisl that Ihis is
1999 and if White is go ing to get into it, he ought to do so fro m
loday ' s info rmation, not yesteryear's. In other words. what he
fee ls are blunders and goofs of Joseph S mith are simpl y noth ing
of the kind. I will now go detail fo r detail into what Wh ite has said.
and, more signifi cantl y. what he has left out. Thi s fellow has n' t
got a cl ue, so heads up: we' re going to have some fun .
Did you happe n to notice that he says a ll we need to do is
look in the Pearl of Great Price for o ur test. and then he launc hes
into the History of the Church ? What fo r, if all we need is the Pearl
of Great Price? You might want to ask him that. If he answers that
thei r ru lership; Hassan EI.Saady. ''Two Hel iopolitan Stelae of the New King·
dam," lAS 12212 ( 1995) : 101-4, wherein he assesses archaeologica l evidence
that the dead person identifies himself with everything to do with the resurrection; Nadene Hoffmann, "Reading the Amduat," lAS 123/1 (1996): 26-40,
noting that after a ll, there really are hidden meanings and double meanings in the
hieroglyphics because of the multipl icity of meaning and forms in va rio us
combinations; and J. Gwyn Grirfi ths, 'The Phrase ~r mwf in the Memphite
Theology," Us 12312 ( 1996): Ill - IS, updating th is discussion . (This li sts
just a few recent samples of updating and correcting old thoughts going on i n
Egyptological studies.)
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he needs to prepare the background, th en ask him why he said all
we need to do is read only the Pearl of Great Price (see p. 158). In
other words, st ick it to him for inconsistency. But anyway, notice
also in his quotation concern ing what the History of the Church
sa id about Joseph acqu iring and translating the papyri that White
said , " It is important to note that Sm ith claimed to translate these
items, in the same way he had claimed to translate the Book of
Mormon" (p. 158). Now is this nuts or what? Tell you what. You
inform this White fellow that if he can show you anywhere in the
His tory of the Church 2:235-36 where the Book of Mormon is
even mentioned, you' ll come home off your mission and yo ur
dear old uncle here, who is reviewing his writings and helping yo u
understand hi s nincompoopery, will quit Mormoni sm. Where in
the dusty hills of Idaho did White come up with the idea that
Joseph ever said he translated these items the same way as he
tran slated the Book of Mormon? Talk about putting words in the
mouth of the Prophet. Thi s is a clear example of a straw man
argument, my boy. Remember I told you earlier this year about a
straw man argument I discussed with the Egyptologists on another
subject, and you asked me what that was? Well , here it is in all its
grandeur. This has nothing to do with the Book of Mormon.
White is setting this up on his own so he can destroy it and make
you look like he is getting the victory. Well , that just isn't the case.
If this is White's best attempt at cleverness, we ought to come out
of thi s shi ning like the sun at noonday.
Notice the clowning around White does next. He contends that
if these writings were of Abraham's own hand they would be the
greatest archaeological find the planet has ever known. And notice
how he has ignored the analyses done by Hugh Nibley, Michael
Rhodes, John Gee, and H. Doni Peterson. Let me explain so m e~
thing I fou nd when reading the Hebrew Bible.
It is obvious from reading the Hebrew Bible that the phrase by
his own hand is a Hebrew idiom beyadh, which means "by the
authority of," as we can clearly see in the Stuttgartensian Hebrew
tex t that Kohlenberger translates. He renders Exodus 9:35 as "just
as the Lord said through Moses," while the Hebrew has beyadh,
that is "by the hand of." Clearly it was the Lord's hand- the
Lord 's authority, which had led Moses against Pharaoh, that is, by
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the Lo rd 's authority . Tho ugh we don' t get it that way in the Engli sh, the Hebrew definitel y has "by the hand of."IO
At I Samuel 28: 15 we see another example-the English
translation reads that God would not appear to Saul either by th e
prophets or by dreams. In the Hebrew we again find beyadh . .. b Y
the hand of, " or in other words, by the prophet's authority from
God.
In other words, Abraham may not even have touched the
documents that bear his name, the very ones that fell into Joseph's
hands in the 18305, since Abraham could have had them commissioned and written for him . Yet for all Ihis, the docume nts would
still bear hi s signature. since they were authorized by him. " by his
own hand ," even though a scribe may have written it instead of
Abraham. Isn't it interesting that our critics take this one instance
with sheer concrete literalness. yet they guffaw when we take othe r
scriptures literally, for example, that God is our real Hea\len ly
Father, embodied as a man in yonder hea\lens?
When I was ha\l ing lunch with a Greek scholar the ot he r day,
he mentioned he had just been stud ying the Septuagint, the Greek
Old Testament, and told me that the Greek word chefr was a fa sc inating one because it had various levels of mean ing . One of the
meanings was the hand as an "i nstru men t of action and power.
Thus, to the hand is ascribed what strictly be longs to the person
himself or to his powe r." 11 " By the hand" means by his inter\le ntion, or by the hands of someone. At Leviti cus 10: II , Moses is
to offer the sacrifice, but he actuall y has Aaron, Eleazar, and Ith amar eat the unleavened bread. The Greek cheir here means that
though Moses offered the sacrifice, it was not Moses who ale th e
sacrifice, even though he is c redited with it, having "by his o wn
hand" ordered it done by others. At I Kings 12: 15 in the Hebrew
text, the hand of the Lo rd was goin g to be on the king if he did
not li sten to the Lord. Of course, it was not God's hand , but rather
the expression meant God would have someone else puniSh the
king, which is the meaning of " by his hand. " For the Book of

10 John Gee notes thai the poi nt can also be made from the Egyptian
phrase 114r.I=/. '"by his hand" = "'from:'
II Spi ros Zodhiates, cd., Tire Complele Word SlIIdy DiclionaT)'; New Te~'
lament (Chattanooga. Tenn.: AMG, 1993). 1473-74.
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Abraham, we see this as an expression of speech more or less, not
a literali sm that Abraham himself personally wrote.
As the LOS Egyptologist John Gee has noted, there have been
various Jew ish immigrations into Egypt through history, and
nothing compels us to assume that Abraham must have written his
account in Egyptian. Hi s book could have passed through the
hands of Abraham's posterity through time and eventually been
translated into other languages. 12 John Wilson, one of the EgypIOlogists to work on the Joseph Smith Papyri, also noted that co pies of docu me nts were made, but attribution of the writing was to
go to the original authors. t3 I notice that this White fellow hasn' t
bothered to inform himself of the anc ient ideas at all. You need
not worry about his argument- it is not only convoluted, but incorrect, as the historical evidence shows.
White's contention that Abraham on the lion couch has in
reality been identified as Osiris, and he nce that Joseph Smith blew
it , is laughable. White is not up on the current literature on this at
all. Both John Wilson and Klaus Baer, Egyptologists who worked
on the papyri, noted that one of the fi gures in the papyri, a little
fe male, was considered Osiris, even though she could not be, literally speaking.14
The one source critics usually ignore in the ir research is the
most interesting in this respect. Roy B. Ward has noted something
especially phenomenal, considering how White argues. Ward notes
that in Luke 16:l9~3 1. where Lazaru s is taken to the bosom of
Abraham. " The story itself is probably. as Gressmann proposed,
dependent on an Egyptian tale, whose closest descendent is the
Demotic tale of Sat me. The role of Osiris in the Egyptian tradition
has been replaced in the Lukan story by Abraham ." 15 Isn ' t it
12 Sec John Gee, "Abracadabra, Isaac and Jacob ... Review 0/ Books on the
0/ Mormon 711 (1995): 72-73.
13 See Hugh Nibley. Abraham in Egypt (Salt Lake City: Deseret Book .
198 1).4-7.
14 See John A. Wilson. ''The Joseph Smith Egyptian Papyri: Translations
and Interpretations," Dialogue 312 ( 1968): 71; Klaus Bacr, "The Breathing
Permit of Hoc A Translation of the Apparent Source of the Book of Mormon,"
Di(lJo~ue 3/3 (1968): 117 n. 24.
I
Roy B. Ward, "Abraham Traditions in Early Christianity," in Studies
on the Testament 0/ Abraham. ed. George W. E. Nickelsburg Jr. (Missoula,
Mont.: Scholars Press. 1976), 177.
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interesting that a New Testament sketch featuring Abraham may
be based on the Egyptian Book of the Dead. and that Abraham
takes the role of Osiris? White never told you that. did he? The
idea that Abraham can and did take on the role of the pagan god
Osiris seems to have hi storical roots; hence it isn't a problem with
the Book of Abraham Facsimile 1 either. At a bare minimum, if it
is damning to the Book of Abraham, it is also damning to the New
Testament. something I seriously doubt White will ever agree to.
Note hi s double standard here. He would damn the Book of
Abraham for this but let it slide with the New Testament-a com~
mon trick and a common unscholarly double standard of the
critics.
White's clowning around is ridiculous. Had he bothered to
read only one Egyptologist he would see the embarrassing stance
he has laken . In fact, there have been recent studies on just this
interesting phenomenon of folks becomi ng an Osiris and what it
means. This is, trust me, too good to miss. 16
What wa'i the aim of the Osirian mummification rites? Quite
simp le. "The ritual aims at bestowing the fate of Osiris on the
dead man. The Osirian person incorporates both the pharaoh and
the father and belongs to all those who carry the name of this
god." 17 The way Englund puts it is " the dead ide ntifies himself
with gods and entities in order to show and prove the in sight he
has reached, the position he has attained, and the powers he di sposes over."18 The royal divine access was identified by Egyptologists with Osiris.1 9 The Coffin Texts have as an example of
divine access: "the deceased is identified with Osiris."20 The
16 The latest. fullest discussion of what it mcans to be Osiris is found in
Mark Smith, Tire Mortuary Tex/s of Papyrus 8M /0507. Catalog of Demotic
Papyri in the British Museum (London: British Museum. 1987).3:75-79.
17 Ragnhild B. Finnestad, '1'he Pharaoh and the 'Democratization' of
Post-Mortem Life," in Tile Religioll of Ihe Allcien/ Egyp/ians: Cosnilive Struc·
tures and Popufar Expressions, cd. Gertie Englund (Uppsala. Sweden: Almqvist
and Wiksell, 1989), 91.
18 Gcrtie Englund. "Gods as a Frame of Reference: On Thinking and Concepts of Thought in Ancient Egypt," in Religioll of Ihe Anciellt EgYP,jalls. 21.
19 Sec Jorgen P. Sorensen, "Divine Access: The So-Called Democratization of Egyptian Funerary Literature as a Socio-Cu ltural Process:' in Religion 0/
Ihe Ancient Egyptians, 113.
20 Ibid., 114.
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dead has access to the god, and is a god, because of his kn o wl ~
edge: "You shall not hinder the King when he crosses to him [that
is, the father of the primeval gods] at the horizon, For the King
knows him and knows his name ."2 I
Later developments in the ancient Egyptian religious systems
eventually allowed the pri vate indi vidual divine access . The public
were then also "identified" with Osiris.22 We read : "The spirit is
(destined) for heaven, the corpse for the earth, What men receive
when they are buried is a thousand of bread, a thou sand of beer
on the o ffer ing~ tabl e of Khentamenthes [Osiri s]."23
So Joseph Smith was not incorrect in noting that there was a
human figure on the lion couch since, in Egyptian religious tenns,
this person, by being involved in the very rituals of Egyptian re~
ligion, was Osiris. This is clearly confirmed again, by none other
than Klaus Baer, who reported that it was after 2200 B.C. that pri~
vale individuals began to claim the privileges of royalty. Baer
noted such specific privileges as "The deceased person who has
been 'justified' in the judgment of the dead and lives again in a
blessed existence in the Netherworld is like Osiris and therefore
[according] to the Egyptian way of thought is Osiris."24 So
whether Abraham or Osiris. it is correct. The Egyptians, as already
noted. simply did not think in exclusionary terms as we modern s
do. Because A is A. we think. it cannot be B. But to the Egyptian
A can be A and also B. and we need to begin to understand this.
Why. just in 1996 an Egyptologist wrote that Egyptian hieroglyph s themselves had hidde n meanings, more than one function.
and multiple forms of meanings; they were actually a cry ptographic code and in fact a metalanguage . among other things.25
Joseph Smith does things the Egyptian way, it appears. The
Book of the Dead indicates that the dead. on reciting certain spells
2 I PT 301: §448-49. in Raymond O. Faulk ner, Ancient Egyptwn Pyramid
(O)(ford : Odord University Press. 1969), 90.
22 Ibid., 117. Compare J. Gwyn Griffiths. " Motivation in Early Egyptian
Syncretism:' in Studies in Egyptian Religion: Dedicated /0 Professor Jan
Zandee, ed. M. Heerma van Voss et aJ. (Leiden: Brill. 1982), 48, 52-54, where
we read th:u the ultimate goal is the divinization of a human being.
23 PT 305; §474. in Griffiths, ··Motivation:' 48.
24 Baer, ·'The Breathing Permit of Hor," 117 n. 24.
25 See Nadeue Hoffmann , "Reading the Amduat," Zii:s 12311 (1996):
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and acqUIring the attributes of the various god s~th e ears of
Wepwawet, the hair of Nun, the lips of Anubis, etc.-s impl y
claims, " I am 05iris."26 As 1. Gwyn Griffiths has noted on taking
on the various c haracteristics of the gods, " in general the divine
limbs which are spec ially suitable have been chosen and . . . th e
result is the permanent survival of the deceased; thou hast not
perished. If these divine physical properties have thus been assumed, it may be confidently inferred that it is meant to imply the
di vin ization of a mortal man. "27 Spell 42 of the Book of the
Dead ticks off the characteristic physical features of the gods the
mortal acquires. In fact, in Spell 45 the dead says "May it be
done to me in like manner, for I am Osiris."28 The dead says to
the gods, " I know your name, I know your names, you gods, yo u
lords of the realm of the dead. for I am one of you."29
Something else White misses is that the figure on the li on
couc h is not a mummy. but is stirring. This is not a dead man at
all. And in fact. we have a similar lion-couch scene at Abydos.
where we are told that, in the chapel of Sokar-Osiris on the southern wa1l, we see the mystical conception of Horus. Anubis is not
involved in embalming in this lion-couc h scene at al1. 30 While v.e
admit the lion-couch idea is similar, White seems to want us to believe that if we have seen one of these. we have seen them all and
understood them all. Thi s is false. Hugh Nibley has also described
and discussed the Opet Temple Lion Couch. wherein the Egy ptologists have noted the man on the lion couch at Opet is not dead,
but is praying, which rings a bell for our Facsimile I. The hands
of the two figures on the lion couches are in the same position .31

26 Book of the Dead 32, in Raymond O. Faulkner, tra ns .. and Carol
Andrews. ed.• The Ancient Egyptian Book of the Deod (Austi n: Uni versity of
Texas Press, 1990). 56; Book of the Dead 42. in ibid .• 62.
27 Griffiths. "Motivation," 54.
28 Book of the [)cOO 45, in Faulkner (ed. Andrews). Ancient Egyptian
Book of the Dead. 64.
29 Book of the Dead 81a, in ibid., 79.
30 See Omm Sety and Han ny EI Zei ni, Abydos: Holy City of Ancie'lt
Egypt (Los Angeles: LL, 1981), 149 (sec also fig. 11-6 on p. 148).
3 1 See Hugh Nibley, "l bc Unknown Abraham," Imp rovement Era (May
1969): 90, Citing Luise Klebs, Reliefs und. Malereien des Mift/eren Reiches
(VI/·XV/J. Dynastie) (Heidelberg: Winter, 1922), 177. Compare Anthony
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Besides, Egyptologists have already decl ared that Osiris on this
lion cOllch is not a dead mummy but is in the process of reb irth
and reju venation. Wh ite also says the bird should have a huma n
head and that Smith incorrectly copied it as a bird 's head. But
I. E. S. Edwards has a picture of an arti fact of the tomb of
Tutankha mun with the soul bi rd carved in wood; however, the
carving reveals that there are really two bi rds, a huma n-headed
one a nd a bi rd-headed one. 32
Nib ley a lso disc ussed thi s idea of the human-headed bird accord ing to the Egyptologists and noted some signifi cant thi ngs
Ihat White, true to for m, has ignored. Nibley indicated that this
fig ure shou ld wear a jac kal's mask (presumab ly over a hu man
head),3) but we must also realize thai " no claim of inspirati on is
made fo r the drawings . . . . There is nothing particularl y ho ly
about Ih e m ."34 But now the quest ion becomes, Who made the
error? Of course, White wants us to suppose that Smith in his ig norance made it, neglecting the fac t th at the woodc uts of the facsimiles were made by Reuben Hedloc k. However, Ni bley notes the
existence of "at least three Ptole maic lion-couch scenes cl osely
paralle ling this one [the Joseph Smith li on couch} in which the
art ist has deliberately drawn the e mba lming priest wit hout a
jackal-mask."35 In fact, in one case the mask had been purpose ly
Spalinger. "Some Remarks on the Epagomen:ll Days in Ancient Egypt," JNES
5411 (1995): 43.
32 See I. E. S. Edwards. The Treasl4r1!S of TU/GlrkhamUlI (New York: Metropolitan Muscum of Art. 1976), plate 2) left; Christiane Desroehes·Noblecou rl,
UJe and Dearlr afa Pharaoir: Tu/(mklulllien (Boston: New York Gmphic Society.
1978), 281; Katherine S. Gilbert and Joa n K. Holt, Treasures oJ Tlllankiramun
(New York: Metro po litan Museum of Art, 1976). 15 1. for illustrations. Gilbert
nnd Holt sny. ·The human-hended bird and the fa lcon are two of the forms that the
king might :ldopt'· (p. 151). They also note that another high Egyptian official
"included in his tomb at Elkab an inscription containing a promise to transfo rm
himsel f into 'a phoenix. a swallow, a falcon. or a he ron'" (pp. 151-52). Howard
Carter, The Tomb of TI4/anklr(JIIIIZtl (New York: Copper Square. 1963), 84. notes
the two birds on the right and left of the wooden coffin protecting the mummy;
both arc ma nifestations of divine protection for the king. Plate XXIV in the back
picture section shows the mu mmy.
33 Sec Hugh Nibley, ··As Things Stand at the Moment." lJ YU SII4dies 9/1
( 1968): 98.
)4 Ibid .. 74.
)5 Ibid .. 98.
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erased; hence hi s conclusion on this matter: "We do not at present
know why the Egyptians preferred here to dispense with the mask,
but it is at least conceivable that the artist of Facsimile I had hi s
reasons too. It will not do to attribute to the Mormons everything
that puzzles U5 ."36 SO, based on the archaeological examples of
lion couches that we have, While's argument is more
counterproductive 10 hi s case than strong proof against Joseph
Smith. And, of course, you don't see White mentioning Jo hn
Gee's exce llent research on this either.
In his master's thesis. "Notes on the Sons of Horus," Gee
shows a priest officiat ing with an Anubis mask on. The illustration
shows a side profile of the man with the outline of the mask over
his head .37 Gee also notes that Seeber says of the representation
there that the rule allows for the possibi lity of no distinction
between the deity and the masked priest who is in the deity's role
and also wears the deity's mask)8 Hatshepsut tell s how her father
"made love to her mother in the di sguise of the god Amon, with
'attendant priests ... masked to represent hi s fellow-deities. '''39
These are just two ex.amples of the many we have. show in g
that persons did wear masks of the deities and took over the gods'
roles and attributes and were considered to be the god in Egyptian
rites and rituals. In fact, Lewis Spence says that a certain mummy
was taken from a coffin and "placed upright against the wall of
the maslaba by a priest wearing the mask of the jackal-headed
god Anubi s."40 Furthermore. Gee also noted the importance of
realizing how correct Joseph Smith was in saying the officiant at
the lion couch was a priest. He is refuting Ed Ashment:
Ashment's booklet also adds yet another ite m of
bibliography to the completely irre levant debate over
whether the head of Figure 3 in Facsi mile I of the
36 Ibid.

37 See atso Siegfried Morenl.. GOIt UIId M~flJich ilft alr~n Agypt~n (ZOrich:
Artemis. 1984), 181.
38 See John Gee, "Notes on the Sons of Horus" (master's thesis. University of California, Berkeley, 1991). 26 n. 159, citing Hans Kayser, Das
Pelizaeus-Museum jn Hildesheim (Hamburg: de Cruyter. 1966).70.
39 Nibley, Abraham in Egypt. 130.
40 Lewis Spence. Myths ond ugends: Ancient Egypt (Boslon: Nickerson.
n.d.), 30.
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book of Abraham has been restored properly. The fig ure in Facsimile I has a bald human head; the critics
argue that it should be a jackal's head. (Joseph Smith
Papyrus I presently is missing the fig ure's head.) This
particular question-one on which Ashment has lavished hi s best work ever-is of abso lute ly no sig nificance. To see why, consider the followin g:
(I) Assume for the sake of argument that the head
on Facsimile I Figure 3 is correct. What are the
implicati ons of the fig ure being a bald man? Shaving
the head was a com mon feature of initiation into the
priesthood from the Old Kingdom through the Roman
period. Since "Comp lete shaving of the head was anot her mark of the male Isiac votary and priest," the
bald figure would the n be a priest. {Would Joseph
Smi th have known thi s? 1
(2) Assume on the other hand that the head o n
Facsimile I Fi gure 3 is that of a jackal, as was first suggested by Theod ule Devcria. We have representations
of priests wearing masks. one example of an actual
mask, literary accounts from non-Egy pt ians about
Egypt ian priests wearing masks, and even a hithertounrecognized Egyptian account of when a priest would
wear a mask. In the midst of the emba lmment ritual, a
new secti on is introduced with the following passage:
"Afterwards, Anubis. the stolites priest Olry sIlJ)
wearing the head of this god, sits down and no lectorpriest shall approac h him to bind the stolites with any
work ." Thus this text settles any questions about
whether masks were actually used. It furth ermore identifi es the individual wearing the mask as a priest.
Thus, however the restorat ion is made, the individual shown in Facs imile I Figure 3 is a priest, and the
ent ire question of which head shou ld be on the figure
is moot so far as identifying the fi gure is concern ed.
The entire debate has been a waste of ink. It is ironic
that the best work Ashment has ever produced, Egyptoiogicai or otherw ise, has been spent on a point that
makes no difference in the end. The question is not
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"whether or not Joseph Smith's reconstruction of the
standing figure in his lion-couch vignette is accurate"
but whether or not the figure is identified correctly as a
priest. It is. 41
James White says that nothing Joseph Smith said was correct. In
light of this information. he appears quite uninformed.

The description of a scene from the tomb of NeferIJOtep says
"the bald-headed priest with the panther-skin is the Sem; the
priest holding the mummy is dressed as Anubis.'>42 In fact. \\Ie
know that a jackal mask was worn by the chief embalmer, who
impersonated Anubis at the embalmment and burial ceremonies.
Hans Bonnet states that masks were used unequivocally to represent Anubis. 43 Kate Bosse-Griffiths shows actual Beset masks and
contends that the dancers who wore these masks were impersonating the deity.44
For the last one hundred years in Egyptian archaeology, it has
been understood that priests wore masks representing the deities
they were trying to impersonate. Many of the chapters in the
Egyptian Book of the Dead were drawn with priests wearing the
Anubis masks.
In a scene from Kerasher's mummy, the description by
Faulkner reads: "The mummy is held upright by a priest wearing
a jackal's head while water is poured over it." Note that the priest
pouring the water is bald,45 The description accompanying an41 Gee, "Abracadabra, Isaac and lacob," 19--82.
42 Adolf Ennan, Li/~ in. Anci~"t Egypt, trans. H. M. Tirard (New York:
Dover, 1911). caption of plate, "Funeral Procession and Ceremonies at the
Tomb," between pages 320 and 321. Nina M. Davies's article, "Some Representations of Tombs from the 1beban Necropolis," lElt 24 (1938): 26, noted that in
funeral processions "either a male mourner, or a priest personifying Anubis,
supports it [the mummy]." Aylward M. Blackman, in his article "Some Notes on
the Ancient Egyptian Practice of Washing the Dead," lEA .s (1918): 111, observed that the living Pharaoh was considered the embodiment of the sun-god
while here on earth. And when the priests were performing their lustration rituals
in the temple, they wore masks.
43 See Hans Bonnet, Realltxileon rkr AgyPtjsch~n R~ligjo"$gechicht~
(Berlin: de Gruyter, 1911),441.
44 See Kate Bosse-Griffiths. "A Beset Amulet from the Amama Period,"
lEA 63 (1917): 103-5.
45 Faulkner (cd. Andrews), Anci~nl Egyptian Boole o/the D~tu1. 25.
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other illustration used in The Allcielll Egyptiall Book of the Dead
says, "[Hunefer' s) mummy is he ld upright ... by a priest wearin g a jackal 's ma s k."4 6 And, finally, Bob Brier shows an actual
existing Anubis mask, which he desc ribes as being "worn by a
priest at a mummi ficati on. "47
The points I make arc two. The fi gure in the Joseph Smith
Facsimile I is a priest, prope rl y so, as Joseph Smith said, with o r
without his Anubis mask. Joseph Smith is not incorrect here, as
James White claims.
White's anal ysis of Facs imile 3 is a laugh. When he says" I n
reality thi s scene . .. shows the god Osiris enthroned" (p. 162), he
stops at that concernin g the enthroned figure. But there is a lot
more to it than that, and here is where Joseph Smith also scores a
bull' s-eye in his ex planation. Notice that Joseph S mith says figure
I is "Abraham . . with a c rown upon hi s head, representing the
Priesthood , as e mblematical of the grand Presidency in He a ve n. "
Now intc resti ng ly, in Facs imile 3 we have Osiris e nthro ned as
Osiri s Khc nty-Amentiu . Th is name means, and I quote , " First (or
Presidenl) of the Westerners."48 Osiris, as Lord of the Dead, is
called Khe nty-A mc ntiu . Khenty means "Be fo re, earlie r," as th e
Egyptologist Alan Gardi ner notcd,49 or preceding, Ihat is, th e
pres ident, as Hug h Nibley has no ted. 50 Joseph Smith is ri ght o n
the mo ney here.
White's complaint that the male fi gures were dressed as females is simpl y laughabl e Ihese days . True enough , the Pro phe t
did ide ntify female fi gures with men , and notice how muc h fun
White has with thi s. He says, " It is rather embarrass ing to note that
the fe mininity of fi gures 2 and 4 is rather obvious-how co uld
Ibid .. 54 (il1l1strnting Spell 23).
47 Bob Brier. Egyptian Mlml/nies: Un rlll'eli/lg the Secrets oj an Anciefll
46

Art ( New York: Morrow, 1994).76.
48 Sety and EI Zeini, Abydos, 7.
49 Alan H. Gardiner, Egypli(ln Grammar: Being (In Introduction to the
5wdy oj Hi erog/yph.f. 3rd cd. (Oxford: Oxford Uni versity Press, 1982), 13 0 .
133. 156.529,585. 613.
50 See Hugh Nibley. "One Eternal Round." 12 lectures on the Joseph
Smith Hypoce phalus. FARM S, ]990. audiotape 10. Rudol f An thes, "Egy ptian
Theology in the Third Millennium B.C.," JNES 18 ((959): 186. noles that Khent
Amenti means "presidi ng"; the example he uses is the main star presiding in the
night sky.

214

FARMS REVIEW Or-BOOKS 11/1 (1999)

Smith have missed it?" (p. 162). Indeed! Were Mr. White to get
his nose out of worthless anti-Mormon literature and bother
reading an Egyptologist or two, he would certainly see that Smith
didn't miss anything. His identification of Maat and Halhor as
men is possible in the depiction because of the ritual context. First,
let us take a necessary diversion back to Facsimile 1 to help us
understand this odd idea of men as women in Facsimile 3. Remember how in Facsimile 1 Anubis was supposedly drawn incorrectly as a bald-headed man? Every critic out there in lala land has
proclaimed in resounding voice that this is proof positive that
Smith was a fraud. This figure ought to be Anubis, the jackalheaded god . Further analysis has shown that the priest wore the
Anubis mask. The same thing here.
What White has dismally failed to understand, because he
shows no awareness at all of Egyptological literature nor of an·
cient Egyptian ideas, is precisely this aspect that he raves against.
The ancient Egyptians dressed in costume during their rituals,
coronations, and funerals and took on the roles of the deities
whose robes they wore, whether male or female. It is that simple.
And there is rather an abundant amount of evidence to demon·
strate this these days.
The first thing to note is Olaf E. Kaper's study wherein he
shows that the astronomical ceiling at Deir EI·Haggar depicts an·
drogynous figures, specifically, one figure that "displays female
hairstyle and breast, but the sexual organ is male." At Denderah
as well as Philae, figures are represented with female breasts but
without the distinctive female traits. The Denderah figure is
bearded, yet other male figures are shown with pendulous breasts.
"The breasts on the curled·up god are female . "5 I The idea is
thai 10 the ancient Egyptians gender was constantly being mixed
and swilched around. Faulkner has noted that, in the ritual of the
bringing of Sokar in the Bremner·Rhind Papyrus, there is an un·
usual concentration of praise for Hathor. It is quite revealing that
it is she who guides the gods through the land, and it is she who
has power over them. 52 Julia Sampson has demonstrated that
5 I Olaf E. Kaper, ''The Astronomical Ceiling of Deir EI-Haggar in the
Dak.hleh Oasis," lEA 81 (1995): 180. and n. 15.
52 See Raymond O. Faulk.ner. "The Bremner·Rhind Papyrus-II," lEA 23
(1937): 12. 13.
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Nefertiti 's authority was equa l to if not greater than that of the
king who sits on the throne. In fact, the queens, with kingly status,
changed their names to mascu line forms to sign ify being successors to the throne of the king.53 The goddess prepares the kin g
for his offi ce. 54 In the Seti I Temple at Abydos "a number of
Hathor-goddesses are suckling the young Ramesses. who is wearing differenl crowns," and in fact, the goddess , "by fixing the
urae us on the fo rehead of l:lareml:tab, lestablishes] his ri ght to be
king . . . althoug h he was not of royal blood ."55 The quee n
anointed her husband duri ng the coronation of his kingship,56
thus showing th at it was by her authorit y that he re igned. Elise J.
Baumgarte l notes that "d uring the Naqada I period the largest
and most important tombs be long to women .... From this I infer
a matriarchal society of which slrong remnants survive into historical times ."57 One more connection, and we' ll see the seri ous
signi fi cance this has for Book of Abraham Facsi mile 3. Kate
Bosse-G riffiths shows that. carlyon, Beset masks were worn during
ceremonies and rituals involvi ng the li ving, not the dead, and in
fact, an organi zed cult of Bes dancers "were acting the part of the
god." That is. by wearing the Besel masks, one of which has been
found. humans became the god through e nactment and ritual;
hence the necessity for wearing various masks of various gods .58
T his is what is happening in Facsimi le 3.
A sy ncretization (that is, a fusing and mi xing not onl y of ge nders, but gods and mortals) occ urred with the many Egyptian
goddesses-Hath or being Isis. Maat, and most any other goddess,
depending on what circumstance she finds herself in. But to the
ancient Egyptian, it was Halhor (or Isis) who rewarded the king
with his throne. 59 Isis, as the spiritual authority, is recognized in
Coffin Text Spell 148. where we read " I am Isis, more spiritual

53 See Julia Sampson. "Nefcrtiti's Regality," lEA 63 ( 1977): 88, 95.
54 See Kate Bosse·Griffiths, 'The Great Enchantress in the Liule Golden
Shrlnc of Tut'ankhamOn," lEA 59 (1973): 101-2.
55 [bid .. 103.
56 See ibid., 107 .
57 Elise J. Baumgartel. "Some Remarks on the Origins of the Titles of thc
Archaic Egyptian Kings:' lEA 61 (1975): 29- 30.
58 Bosse.Griffiths, "A Beset Amulet," 104.
59 See Gunther Roeder. "Ocr tsistcmpe[ von Behbet." ZAS 46 (1909): 65.
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and noble than (all] the gods."60 She tells the king. "I give you
the office of Atum on the throne of Shu."61 Halhor's status, even
office, is taken over by the "Great Enchantress," "Wr.l-f:/kjw
[Weret-Hekaul," and as the "Lady of Heaven" (dame du ciel)
she was syncretized with Mut and Isis (the Mother) while she announced that she put the king's crown on him. "Wr.l Ijkjw, a real
divinity (and not an epithet), assimilates herself to the double
uraeus."62 Hari even notes that the king. as Hapy. the feeder or
provider of his people, appears bearded but also pregnant. Hence
his identification as the Lady Weret-Hekau.63 It's interesting that
Weret-Hekau holds in her hand the symbol of life-grain-and
that she conducts the king to Hathor, who makes the nyny gesture.
Nibley has noted that the same situation is depicted in Facsimile 3
where Hathor is holding the sign of life in her hand. 64
The whole point of this long foray is that the mixing of the
sexes is very plausible in Joseph Smith's Facsimile 3. Far from
being a liability, it shows that Joseph Smith was correct in depicting this odd situation where men represent women and women
represent men. The point is. it is ritualistic assimilation, role modeling, role playing, exactly as in the classical world of the Romans
and Greeks, as far as that goes. Hence we find Nero wearing
masks. not only of himself but of his female lovers, while performing a play. With various masks, players could play the roles
of gods, goddesses, heroines, and heroes. Not only masks. but entire costumes were donned by the actors and players because, "i n
a funeral procession. this reincarnation of the great ancestors
through the masks in the presence of their living descendants did
honor to both the living and the dead. "65 We find this exact
situation in Facsimile 3. It truly is an ancient Egyptian touch, by
all means. Hugh Nibley has shown time and again that the Hathor
60 Robert H. O'Connell. "The Emergence of Horus: An Analysis of Coffin
Text Srll 148:' lEA 69 (1983): 73.
6
Roeder. ··Der Isistempel." 67.
62 Robert Hari, "La Grande-en-Magie et la stele dilemple de Ptah a Karnak." lEA 62 (1976): 103.
63 Sec ibid .• plate XIV A, following 104.
64 See Nibley. Abraham in Egypt, 139.
65 Niall W. Slater. "Nero's Masks," Classical World 9011 (1996): 33,
36-37. See also C. W. Dearden, 'The Poet and the Mask Again," Phoenix 2911
( 1975): 75-82.
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mask was worn by men, and in fact, the king. by donning that
mask. became Hathor. He has also shown how Isis is the throne as
well as the kingship "whic h is e mbodied in the living King. , ..
With the idea of the G reat Lad y actually 'embodying' the King,
the incongruity of Fi gure 2 as ' King Pharaoh' begins to dissol ve."66 It is not so muc h a question of how Joseph Sm ith
missed this incongruity, as how James White mi ssed alt thi s, since it
has alt been publi shed well before he wrote his book- in some
cases, many years before. Again, we see that James White needn't
be taken seriously, since he is not serious about unde rstanding this
him self.
Let 's get on to Facsimile 2 because we have a lot of ground to
cover that White de li berately skips. He first blunders by saying
that the hypocephalu s is a common ite m of Egyptian fun era ry
art ifacts (see p. 164). Co mmon? Out of all the Egypti an mate rial s
thu s fa r discovered the re have been slightl y more than a me re 150
of these ite ms found, yet there have been thousands and thou sands
of mummies. Common, my eye. White think s that by making it
common we alt ought 10 understand it by now. Nothing is furth e r
from the truth , and you notice that White in the next few pages o f
hi s letter to you did not e laborate on it e ither.
White next says that, " Rathe r than expla ining the ' princ ipl es
of astronomy' as Smith alleged , this object co mes directly from
the pagan religions of Egy pt" (p. 164). In fact, White then literall y skips the rest of the entire hypocephalus to get to the fi gure
ident ifi ed as Min , the sexually acti ve procreative god, and spends a
few pages denouncing what to hi s view is si mply lewdness, without
understanding ilnythin g of the sy mboli sm of this fi gure. Th e n
White wraps up with sayi ng, " he !Joseph SmithJ gross ly miside ntifi ed each of the items not onl y on this facsimile. but in the oth er
two as we ll " (p. 16 7 ). Thi s is si mpl y rid ic ul ous. How can White
claim all is wrong when he skips 95 perce nt of the items? And
the n he himself mi shandles the Egyptian god Min in man y ways,
most of which certa inl y and absolutely do ha ve to do with astronomy. My. what c hicanery we see from th is White fe llow, Let
me j ust give you a brief indi cation of his sill y stance on thi s. go in g

66

Niblcy. Abra/ram ill Egypl. 135 .
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through some of the figures. identifying them and their function,
and demonstrating two things:
1. Many of them do have to do with astronomy.
2. Joseph Smith's interpretations are far more correct than
incorrect on the figures in Facsimile 2. the hypocephalus.
Facsimile 2, figure I, is the seated two-headed deity in the
center of the circle. Joseph Smith said this figure has to do with
the creation (and White thinks this has nothing to do with astronomy!). Who is this figure? I would say it is none other than
Khnum, who was the "creator" god who arose from "Nun," the
primeval watery abyss. And how do we know that this central figure in Facsimile 2 is Khnum? The one giveaway identifying feature of the figure is its flat, curly ram's horns, with which Khnum
was always associated, he being the ram-god, creator par excellence. And, it was from Nun that Khnum as well as the rest of the
Ogdoad ("Council of the Gods") arose. So we read the following
sentence, "Nwn pw il nlrw," rendering it, following Gardiner, as
"The father of the gods is Nun. "67 And we read further that
"The Nile was a river of creative forces . . .. As the foum of
Egypt's fertility, the (supposed) source of the Nile was linked to
the ram-headed creator god Khnum, who was believed to have
fashioned humankind from Nile mud on a potter's wheel."68 We
also now understand from Jan Assman that "The potter's wheel is
the instrument of the creator-god who forms shapes from shapeless material."69 We also know of Khnum that "his symbol was
the nat-horned ram. "70 The central figure in the Joseph Smith
hypocephalus has the flat horns of the ram and hence is Khnum.
Most interestingly, in his four-headed aspect (most of the central
figures in hypocephaJi have four heads) he "was the type of the
great primeval creative force, and was called Sheft-~at [~f.t67 Gardiner, Egyptian Grammar, 105.

68 David P. Silverman, Ancie11l Egypt

(New York : Oxford University
Press, 1997), 19.
69 lan Assmann, Der Konig als Sonn t!npriutu (GlUckstadt: Augustin,
1970).25. He also notes that the potter's wheel is a central symbol in Egyptian
art.
70 E. A. Wallis Budge, Tht! Gods of tht! Egyptians (New York: Dover.
1969). 2:49 . Compare I. E. S. Edwards, Tht! Pyramids of Egypt (New York:
Pcnguin Books. 1985). 17. where the god Khnum creates "the royal child and his
ka by moulding the m on a potter's wheel."
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/:13. t l."71 (Not hi ng astronom ical or cosmological about that, is
there?) In fact, because he was associated with the Ram of Mendes
he is "sometimes desc ri bed as the Ram with 'four faces (or,
heads) on one neck."72 T hi s is the ce ntral figure, as in the Joseph
Smith hypocephalus . So Joseph Smith was not so out of line in
saying that this represe nted "the fi rst creation ." Interest ing ly,
Khn um c reated the "first egg," fas hioned the "fir st ma n" on the
potter's whed, and was "god par excellence of the First Cata~
ract," where the "first c ity that ever existed" came to be. In oth e r
words, this is litcmll y, fo llow ing ancient Egyptian thought , "t he
firs t c rea tio n ."73 Jose ph Smith 's exact words. But even more in ~
teresti ng slill , many of thc various names of Khnum are s imply
e lectrify ing in lig ht of what Joseph Smi th cxplained about thi s
fi gure .
So, we know this is " the first creati on," and now these othe r
names also indicate that Ihis is so. To quote Joseph Smith, "F irst
in gove rnment."74 Very interesting. Joseph Smith is three for
th ree here: First in creation, first in government, and Khnum asso~
dated with the waters of Nun. which are depicted in the h ie ro~
glyph j ust to the side of his head. But there is more. Khnum was.,
carl yon, we are info rmed, " regarded as the god of the Nile an d
of the annual N i le~flood . "75 He was "t he creati ve power which
made and which sustains a ll things . . . . [Hi s) priests . . . i de n ~
ti nied] him with Nu, the greal primeval god of the watery abyss,
and from being the local ri ve r~god of the Nile in the First Cataract,
he became the god l:l ii.p~u r , or the Nile of heave n."76 All good
things pou red forth from this heavenly Nile; this "double cavern
[Qerti- the Joseph Smit h hypocepha lus hierog lyphl was, in facl,
the 'couc h of the Nil e."'77

71 Budge. Gods of the Egyptians, 2:51.
72 Ibid .. 65.
7] Ibid .. 50. 5]. Alan /I. Gardiner has noted how closely tied Khnum is
with the ancie nt Egyptian "House of Life," thot is. the temple, as the d rama of
creation was performed there: "The House of Life." in lEA 24 ( 19]8): 178.
74 Explanation to Facsimile 2. figure 1. ill the Pe::!rl of Grc::!! Pricc
(Abraham).
75 Budge, Godx of the l;gyplimlx, 2:50.
76 Ibid .. 52.
77 Ibid., 5].
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Is it not interest ing that one of the main te mples at Hc li opoli s
was dedicated to the phoenix. the symbolic bird of immortality
and resurrection. 78 and that Heliopoli s is mentioned at least three
times on the rim of Ihe Joseph Smith hypocephalu s, mo re than on
any other hypoce phalus? In addition. assoc iated further with thi s
famous bird-as well as with the famou s city of the sun, Hcliopolis, Ihe Bcnben stone, and the Great Pyramid-is ''' th e belief that
time is composed of recurrent cycles which are d ivinely a ppointed.' . . . There is further a governing moment [note this]
amongst all these cycles and epochs-the 'genesis event' that the
Egyptians called up Tepi, the 'First Time . "079 Zep repi means
"t he first day of a pe ri od of time" or the "begi nn ing or comme ncement of anything."sO When we look in Faulkner's Egyptian Dictionary, we find that repi, as in zep repi, mean s, dependin g
on how the word is used, " in front of, in the di rection of, before
(of time)"; it can mean " previously," as well as "of place. who
are in front of. be fo re," and even "a good beginning."8t Thi s
certainl y relates well to the Egyptian idea and explanation that
Joseph Smi th propounded as " first in measurement," a notion
also in volvi ng time.
This is an astonishingly good fit . Joseph Smith did not miss
o ne e lement in fi gure I. Even the apes tie in with the the me
Joseph Smith claimed for fig ure I.
Hans Bonnet notes some interestin g things about these apes.
The apes can represent Thoth. the god of writing.82 Bonnet de -

78 See A. Wiedemann, "Die PhOnix-Sage im atten Agypten." zAS 16
( 1878): 92. See also Bonnet. Realfexikon. 594--96; Sabati no Moscaii. The Face
of the A"ciel1l Oriel1l (Garden City. N. Y.: Anchor Books. 1962). 121. says. "At
Heliopolis. the supreme gods arc arranged in order of descent and relations hi p in
the Ennead." Compare David FideJcr. Jesus Christ. Sun of God: Ancient Cosmology and Early Christian Symbolism (Wheaton. III.: Quest Books. 1993).
248--49. Gardiner, Egyptian GramlfUlr.470. for hieroglyph of phoenix. G3 1 of
sign- li st. See also Robert Bauval and Adrian Gilbert. The Orion Mystery: Vnlocking tire Secrets of the Pyramids (New York: Crown. 1994). 197-200.
79 Robert Bauval and Graham Hancock. The Message of the Sphinx (New
York: Cro wn, 1996). 206.
80 Ibid.
81 Raymond O. Faulkner. A Concise Dictionary of Middle Egyptian
(1962: reprint. Oxford: Griffith Institute. 1986), 296-97.
82 See Bonnet, Reallexikon, 7.
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scribes something e lse interest ing in light of what Joseph Smith
said about figure I in the hypocephalus. Horapollo exp lains that
the apes, during the equinox, urinate hourly, as a sort of measure
of time. 83 Joseph Smith shows that the cen tral panel in which the
apes reside is directly involved with cclestial time, and the measure
of time (Fac. 2, fig. I). Bonnet also clarifies that the apes have a
strong relation ship with the heavenl y bodies, spec ifically the sun ,
as they rai se their front paws to the rising sun in worship.84 So the
sun, moon, and stars, the measurement of time, and a correspondence of the heavenl y bodies and measurement of time all appear
in Joseph Smith's explanations.
Alan Gardiner notes that Thoth is the god of writing and
mathe matics as wel1. 85 Smith's explanation includes the idea of
"The measurement accordin g 10 celestial time, which celestial
time signifies one day to a cubit." Note the app lication of mathematics and the interact ion with time. Spence says that Thoth .. i s
ca lled the 'great god' and ' lord of heave n, "'86 and that, in his
role as a lunar god, Thoth was considered "the measu re r. "81 He
is the "Great While" of Bonnet's description because the full
moon is very large and very wh ite in the sky. Thoth, or O!:lWlY, is
the scribe of the gods .88 There is nothing amiss in Joseph Smith's
exp lanation of Facsimile 2, figure I. despite James White's cla im.
83

See ibid.

84 See ibid.
85 See Gardiner. E.gyptiUlI Grammar, 113.
86 Note that Bonnel. Realle;cikon, 1, says o r him that he is the old
b:lboon~god. the "Hez-ur. the 'Greal While ... •
81 Spence. My/hs (/lid Legellds. 101.
88 Karl-Theodor buzich. HierQglyphs wi/izoUl Mysrery, trans. Ann M.
Roth (Austin, Tell.: University or Tell:ls Press, (994). 94. Thoth was the creator
of hieroglyphs. according to some accounts; he is atso shown in scenes of
"Weighing of the Heart" making:l wrilten record o r the judgment of the deceased.
as in the temple of Ramesses II at Abydos. where ....'C read. "For recitation by
Tholh, Lord of Khmunu (Hermopolis), the Scribe." Hilary Wilson. Understanding Hierog/yphs (Lincolnwood. Ill.: Pass port Books. 1995). 96-91; compare
Marg:lrct Bunson, The Encyclo/leditl of Ancient Egypi (New York: F:lcts on Fite,
1991). 264. In Egypt. "It is Thoth (l1ermcs to the Greeks; Mcrcury to the Romans) who is the 'Mastcr of the City of Eight.' Thoth . , , gives man access to
the mysteries of the manirested world. whieh is symbolized by Eight:' John A.
West, Serpenl in Ihe Sky: The /figh Wisdom of Allcient Egyp t (Wheaton, Ill.:
Quest Books. 1993),51. While in the Joseph Smith hypocephalus there are on ly
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When we tum to figure 4, the hawk with outspread wings signifying the expanse of heaven, we also find that Joseph Smith is in
line with the ancient Egyptian idea here, contrary to White's pet
theory .
Alan Gardiner, in his analysis of the Hymns to Amon, noted
the following in the 50th chapter: "Thy name is strong, thy might
is heavy .... Divine hawk with outspread wings." According to
Gardiner, this shows how the might of Amon is described in conventional ways, comparing Amon with a hawk, a bull. and a
lion. 89 And where is this hawk? "Crossing the sky by ship."90
"Concealing (imn) thyself (?) as Amon at the head of the gods
... the dweller in heaven .'091 "His soul ... is in heaven."92 "He
is Hor-akhti who is in heaven .... The main conception is that of
a sky·god wedded to the earth.'t93
Rudolf Anthes has noted that Re melded with Harachti. As ReHarachti, he was identified in the Pyramid Texts as the sun, that is,
in the expanse. 94 Klaus Koch describes a comb from early Egypt
two baboons, in other hypocephali there are sometimes two, four, six. or eight.
Eight baboons can also be seen on the Mettemich Stela. Adolf Erman notes that
the town of eight was named after the eight elementary beings of the world,
whose chief god was Thoth, the god of wisdom. Erman, Ufe in Ancient Egypt,
23-24.
89 Alan H. Gardiner, "Hymns to Amon from a Leiden Papyrus," z.\S 42
(1905): 26. Compare the same idea of mounting to heaven on birds' wings in
Gardiner, Egyptian Grammar, 357. See also Eliade, Shamanism. 392. concerning
the Greek ideas on this mode of transport: "As for Hermes' 'wings,' symbolic of
magical night, vague indications seem 10 show that certain Greek sorcerers pro·
fessed to furnish the souls of the deceased with wings to enable them to fly to
heaven." Compare the Apocalypse of Abraham, wherein Abraham is ordered to
offer up sacrifices. all except for the turtledove and pigeon. The reasoning was,
as Abraham said, '" will ascend on the wings of the birds .... And the angel took
me with his right hand and set me on the right wing of the pigeon and he himself
sat on the left wing of the turtledove, (both of) which were as if neither slaughtered nor divided. And he carried me up to the edge of the fiery flames." James H.
Charlesworth, ed., The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha (Gatden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1983). 1:695-96.
90 Gardiner. "Hymns to Amon." 23.
91 Ibid. , 30.
92 Ibid .. 34.
93 Ibid .. 39, compare 41: "his soul is he who is in heaven."
See Rudolf Anthes, "Harachti und Re in den Pyramidentexten," zAS
94
10012 (1974): 77. Compare Adolf Erman, Die Religion derAgypter: Ihr WenUn
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on which the king is depic ted as a falcon soaring over his palace;
up in heaven is anal her falco n on curved wings in a bark .95 T he
king on the Narmer Pa lette is also depicted as a hawk.96 T he same
falcon/hawk is called the "ve nerable falcon" at the Heb-sed fes tival aI Edfu, venerable because he was Horus. the god, who flew to
the heavens. 97
Perhaps the most te ll ing evidence in favor of Joseph Smith's
interpretation comes from Rudolf An thes in his lo ng study of
Egyptian religion in the th ird millennium B.C. Anthes notes d irecll y that "on the ivory comb of King Horus. Serpent of the First
Dy nasty, however, the falcon Horus is represented twice: in the
lower reg ister he stands upon the symbol of the royal palace as the
ki ng. in the upper register he stands in a boat beneath which two
wings representing the sky are spread .... the sky was thought to
be represented by the wide-spread wings of the same falcon.'>98
One thing is certain: " Ho rus ... presides over the sky. '>99 As
Behdety, Horus was "confi ned to the hovering fa lco n,"IOO which
is a lso a variant of the standing falcon. "iden tical with Horus as
earl y as the Th ird Dynasty.n lO I Interest ingly. Junker "l ists only
Ptolema ic temple inscript ions as evidence of an equation of the
wings of Horus with the sky," yel "the Egyptians regarded the
sun as a falcon fly ing in heaven. The idea that his wings represe nted Ihe sky was incidental and naturally accepted in spite of

unci Ve,.gehe,r in I,ier Julrrluuselldell (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1934). who says the sungod was also Harachti. Horus of the Horizon. and by this name became one of the
major gods, and in fact the great Falcon-headed god (p. 21). Later, this god was
combined into Atu m-Re-Hamchte (p. 27).
95
See Klaus Koch. Gescilichte (Ie,. iigypliscilen Religion (Stuttgart:
Kohlhammer. 1993), 60. 1·le :Ilso notes the Falcon on the back. of Chephren ' s
Slatue with his wings sprcad around the king. and points OUI thaI every king sat
on the Horus throne laking on the properties of the god, usually as a falcon.
96
Sce ihid.
97 Sce W:lltraud Guglielmi. Die GOl/in M".I: El1Istehung WId Verelrrrmg
ei"e,. Personi/ikmion (Lciden: Brill, 1991),48.
98
Anthes, "Egyptian T heology," 171.
99
Ibid .. 186.
100 Alan H. Gardiner, '" Horus the Be~delile." JEA 30 (1944): 49, quoted i n
Anthes. "Egyptian Theology;' 188.
101 Anthes, "Egyptian Theology;' 188.
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any logical objeclions."102 And remember, White's doctrine in·
dicates that none of this has to do with astronomy.
What about figure 5, the Hather cow, which Joseph Smith said
is involved with the sun? A cow the sun? Yet here surely is a direct
ancient Egyptian astronomical correlation.
Hather is also called "Hat hor, die Kuh von Gold"-Hathor,
the cow of gold ,I03 She is the Weret-Hekau, crowned with the sun
disc,I04 We know there were four goddesses on the "First Occasion." These goddesses were figured as cows,105 Is it any surprise
at all that at this juncture we find Joseph Smith also saying that the
cow figure is a "governing power"?
Hathor was also the Eye of Re. which is the sun-god . I06 The
Eye of Horus is defined as " bright" (bJq r) , probably because it is
the sun and has its properties. I07 In the Coffm Texts Hathor is
actually said to be shining herself. lOB In the Egyptian Book of the
Dead, chapter 17, Hathor is described as the Sacred Eye, which
represents the "walers of the sky .... It is the image of the Eye of
Re [the sun} on the morning of its daily birth. As for the Celestial

102 Ibid., 189.
103 Bonnet, ReaJlexikon, 279.
104 See Bosse-Griffiths, "The Great Enchantress," 103.
105 See Gardiner, "Hymns to Amon," 37, where we are told that Amon, in
his form of great bull. is the bull , the "father of fathers," the "mother of
mothers" of those four cow goddesses. See also Klaus Koch. Dcu Wesen ailagyptischer Religion 1m SpieSef aSYPl%sischer ForschUllg (GOtlingen: Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht, 1989), 5--6, where Hathor is said to be the cow on the top
comers of the Narmer Palette who grants the king his power to reign.
106 Sec Gardiner, "Hymns to Amon," 41 -"She is the Eye of Re: she is
not repulsed." Compare page 20 where the God Re is described as the "beneficent
influence of the sun-god." The city of Thebes itself is called the wedjat-eye. For
Rc's right eye, which is in his disk, see 21. The Cow-goddess is the Eye of Re,
which is the sun, exactly as Joseph Smith had said in Facsimile 2. Compare
Erman, Ufe in Ancietll ESypt, 267, where Re says "Call 10 me my Eye (I.e., the
goddess HatI)6r)."
107 See Hans Goedicke, "The Bright Eye of Horus: Pyr. Spell 204," in
Gegensabe: Festschrift for Emma Brunner-Traut, ed. Ingrid Gamer-Wallen and
WOlfgang Heick (TU bingen: Attempto, 1992),98.
108 See Raymond O. Faulkner, Ancietll Egyptian Coffin TexIS (Warminster: Aris and Phillips, 1973-78), 1:56,9 1.
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Cow, she is the Sacred Eye of Re."109 In fact, the property of the
sun as dying in the west and resurrecting into a new life in the east
gives the Hathor Cow the power to feed the dead and nurse th em
in preparation for their resurrection. I 10 The sun trave ls along he r
belly throughout the day.111 The cosmology is obvious. Addi·
tionally, the Coffin Texts speak of Hathor rising within the horizon, as the sun certainly does. I 12
Hans Bonnet shows that Hathor is the mother of Horu s. 113
This shows that Hathor is associated with the Sun. "The su n ripens
in the lap of Halhor." We also are told "Hathor is the sun because
she was the sun' s eye, hence the su n."114 Manfred Lurker tells us
th at "according to an ancient myth Halhor was supposed to have
raised the you thful sun up to heaven by means of her horns. In
the end the goddess who bore the sun was herse lf equated with the
sun. being regarded as the solar eye."115 If James White thinks

109 Raymond O. Faulkner, trans., Tire Egyptian Book 0/ lire Dead: Tire
lJon/'; 0/ Going Forth by Day (San Francisco: Chroniclc Books, 1994). under
plate 9.
110 See Wolfhart Westendorf. "Die geteilte Himmel sgollin." in Gegeng(lb(~ : Fesf_fclrriJl fur Emma Brunner- Traw. 341, for a discussion of the sun's dying and rising again. See H. Wilson. Understamling Hieroglyphs. 82. where she
discusses I-Imhor's role as guardian of the tree thai shades the dead and offers
them refreshment. As a funerary deity she was noted as "Chieftainess of the
West." See E, A. Wal lis Budge, The Book o/lhe Dead: The Papyrus 0/ An; (New
York: Dover, 1967), cxx: "she provides meat and drink for the deceased," In
Faulkner, Ancient Egyptian Coffin Texts, 1:37, we see Ualhor provides clothing; she also gives myrrh (1:42) and is the "mistress of the nonhern sky, who
strcngthen[sJ the bonds of the wakeful" ( 1:256-57).
! 1\ See Westendorf, "Die geteilte Himmclsgottin," 341: ''The heaven
goduess appeared in historic times under the name of Hathor." See also Erik
Hornung, Der iigyplische Mylhos von ller Himmelskuh (Gollingen :
Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht, t982), 55. for his idea that Hmhor as bearer of the
Sun Eye was not clearly identified until the New Ki ngdom.
112 See Faulkner, Ancienl Egyptian Coffin TexIS. 2:127.
113 See Bonnet. Reallexikon, 280.
114 Ibid.
115 Manfred Lurker, The Gods and Symbols 0/ Ancien' Egypt. trans.
Barbara Cumming (London: Thames and Hudson, 1982), 59. The eye of Horus.
we know. was presented to his father Osiris. the reby helping him to attain new
life. "The presentation of the eye of Horus was regarded in Egypt as the archetype
of every offering ceremony." 67. We are funher informed that the wedjal-eye
was "a symbol of power of the god of !igh!." With the an kh sign it means "to
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the sun is not associated with astronomy, that is his prerogative,
but I see no reason to follow after him. I find Joseph Smith's
presentation makes much more sense in these ancient Egyptian
documents than does White's.
Now what of figure 2. the top panel at the top of the circle? In
the Joseph Smith vers ion, the figure 2 at the top of the
hypocephalus, also two-faced. holds the "Wepwawet" staff. Klaus
Baer, in hi s translation of the Joseph Smith "Breathing Permit ,"
noted thai paragraph VI says "A mon is with you every day.. in
the Temple of Re so that you may live again. Wepwawet has
opened the good way for yo u. "1 16 The footnote says that " Hi s
name means 'Opener of the Ways,' and his standard was carried,
from the earliest times, at the head of royal processio ns."117 In
Faulkner's Ancient Egyptian Coffin Texts, vol. I, Spell 10, we
read, "fair paths are opened up for you by Wepwawet." The variant reads "a road is opened up for you." Spell 24 read s
"Wepwawet has opened up fair paths for you ." In Spell 345 we
read "Wepwawet will open for you the fair paths of the West."
Another manuscript adds here the words "which belong to the
vindication on this day against you r foes, male or female, in the
sky or on earth or in the realm of the dead."
So what do we find? The staff in the Joseph Smith
hypocephalus is that of the "Opener of the Ways," which is precisely what a key does. "The key of power" in very deed.
Now then, what about the ship of the God, figure 3? Jose ph
Smith said it represents God, sitting on hi s throne, with a crown of
light on hi s head, as well as the grand Key-words of the priesthood. Well, what of it? Here is what of it. This is just too darn
good to miss.

nourish:· It was also a protection against the evil eye, 128. Compare Gardiner,
Egyptian Granullf1r, I I I, § 143: "thou hast placed it (the eye of Horus) in thy
head, that th OU mayst be eminent by means of it, that thou mayst be exalted by
means of it. that thy estimation may be great by means of it." It is called ·'the
sound eye:' 197, §266.1. The eye of Horus is even equated on some occasions
with the uraeus (Le. the cobra). 421 bottom notc. So it is also connected with
that goddess as well.
116 Baer, "The Breathing Permit of Hor," 122.
117 Ibid .,122n.61.
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Not ice that the figure in the boat holds the was scepter, the
symbol of dominion. 118 The idea is very similar to the "E mbl em
of Min of Koptos" which, accord ing to Wainwright, Wa'i the light·
nin g bolt , the light weapon. Wainwright, who was one of the exca·
vators of the Great Pyramid as well as of Mastaba 17 at Meidum,
says,
In Gree k mythology the thunderbolt is the
" Iig ht"·weapon with wh ich Zeus blasts his enemies,
just as in Semitic mythology the angels of Allah de stroy devi ls and evil djinn s with the meteorite. Good
ev ide nce that the Greeks themselves identified the
lightning with the meteorite is supplied by the ex pression "star·nu ng thunde rbolt."119
In his Th e Thousand Nighu and a Night, R. F. Burton uses the
expression "cast at the afril (me) with a shooting star of fire (sh ihab min nar). "120 According to Wainwright, "Shihab is the ordi·
nary word for 'shooting star,' but here its dangerous nature is
emphasized by the addition of the words 'of fi re. '''121 The was·
scepter means domi nio n. 122 Accordi ng to Faul kner and Gardner,
~zqJ means "to ru le," and ~qJ.t mean s "scepter." 123
118 See Alan Gardiner. ''The Baptism of Pharaoh," lEA 36 ( [950): 12, i n
determining wh:n the WllS scepter is. Compare Alan Gardiner, Egypt oj Ihe
PJwraohs: An IlIlrQ(illClion (London: Ollford University Press, (966), 2[5, for
several of the principal Egyptian deities-Seth, Horus, Isis, Osiris, Re-Harak hti,
Amen·Re. and Khnum-carrying this scepter.
119 G. A. Wainwright. "The Emblem of Min." lEA 17 (1931): 189.
120 R. F. Burton. The Thol/mfld Nights and (l Night (Benares, 1885).
1:224.
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Wainwright. "Emb[em of Min:' 189. Compare his anicle. 'The Relatio nship of Amun to Zeus and His Conncllion with Meteorites:' lEA 16 (1930):
35-38. See also his article, ''The Aniconic Form of Amon in the New Kingdom."
ASAE 28 (1 928): 175-89. AnOlher article of Wainwright worth seeing is
"Arnun's Sacred Object at Thebes:' ASAE 42 (1943): 183-85.
122 Sec Zauzich, Hieroglyphs witholl/ Mystery. 115. and Gardiner, Egyp.
liafl GmmltUlr, 559: "WjS, dominion. lordship"; compare Amun in Bonnet.
Realfexikon, 32; also Lurker, Gods tllld Symbols. 128, fot a picture of wasscepters nanking (wklrs (eternal life symbols) in thc Tcmple of Hathor at
Denderah.
123 Fau lkner. CQflcise Dictionary oj Middle Egyptian, 178; and Gardner.
Egypliall Grammor, 583.
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In connection with the scarab in some hypocephali, a Pyramid
Text of Unas reads: "This Unas flielh like a bird and alighteth
like a beetle; he nieth like a bird and alighteth like a beetle upon
the throne which is empty in the boat of Re," Interestingly, the
British Museum Hypocephalus 36188 portrays this god with a
scepter by the side of a scarab beetle. This is very similar to
Joseph Smith's interpretation of the figure as God sitting on his
throne with a sun disk "symbol of eternal light" above his head.
Accompanying an illustration of this boat of the god is a description of "Atum, Hathor and three other enthroned deities, all
holding was-sceptres, pu\l[ing) on ropes attached to a boat on
whose prow squats Horus as a child. Nakht stands in the boat pol·
ing, alongside a large falcon's head wearing a sun disc. In the
following boat, steered by Thoth. the falcon·headed sun· god sits
enthroned behind the scarab·headed Khepri and Isis."124 The
Faulkner translation says, "A path is made for me at the head of
the Sacred Bark, and I am lifted up as the sun disc; . . . Let me
pass, for I am a mighty one, Lord of the might)' ones; I am a
noble of the Lord of Righteousness, whom Wadjet made,"125
Note here that Wadjet is mentioned but is not pictured in the
accompanying vignette. However, in the Joseph Smith diagram the
wedjat·eye is shown twice. Now this is interesting because it is the
symbol for the resurrection. for life, wholeness, and the nourishment of the gods. The restored eye is symbolic of life and the resurrection. Abraham in one papyrus is called "the pupil of the
wedjal-eye, fourfold Qmr. creator of the mouth, who created
creation. great verdant creation"126 (cf. John t:t: the word is
what created). Qmr means something like
"creator, creation, mightier, or one who has power
over," Here, "it is very noteworthy that the Patriarch
Abraham is called 'the apple of the wedjat-eye,''' ...
The wedjat-eye was a symbol of perfection. prosperity, preservation, wholeness. completion, health. and
resurrection ....
124 Faulkner (ed. Andrews), Ancient Egyptian Book of/he Dead, 126-27.
125 Ibid., 126,
126 John Gce, "Abraham in Ancient Egyptian Texts," Ensign (July
1992): 61.

WHITE, LETTERS TO A MORMON EWER (MCGREGOR, s mRTS)

229

[It] is frequently mentioned in a closely related

group of chapters from the Egyptian Book of the Dead
( 162- 67) that treat the theme of preserving the dead
until the time of the resurrection. 127
The hypocephalus itself symbolized the eye of Re
or Horus, i.e., the sun , and the scenes portrayed on il
relate to the Egyptian concept of the resurrection of
life after death. To the Egyptians the daily ri sing and
selling of the sun were a vivid sy mbol of the resurrecti on. The hypocephalu s itself represented all that the
sun e nc ircles, i.e., the whole world. The upper porti on
represented the world of men and the day sky. and the
lowe r portion (the part with the cow) the nether world
and the ni ght sky. 128
Bonnet gives the astronomical background to the " Horu sa uge"
being involved with the sun and the moon.129
What is so interesting is that the pieces of the eye represent aspects of an almost complete personality. In an ancient Egyptian
myth, 1164 of the wedjat-eye was missing after it was assembled.
To have that missing part was to have the key to ete rnal life. Since
this symbol is cons istentl y identified by Jose ph Smith wi th the
"g rand Key-words of the Holy Priesthood" perhaps the 1/64
cou ld be what the Egyptians regarded as the secret or sac red name
of God. The idea of knowing the names of gods (as well as e nemies) was a cruc ial and very importa nt aspect of the ancient
Egyptian religion. 130 Those possessing the secret of the eye were
be lieved to reac h 11 new and higher leve l of consciousness. Furthe r
possess ion of the eye would determine the successor of Osiris in
the battle between Horu s and Set; its possessor would, therefore,
have the ri ght to rule and re ign in heaven.

127
128

Ibid.
Michael D. Rhodes, ''The Joseph Smith Hypocepha tu s . . . Seventeen
Years Later" (Provo, Utah; FARMS, 1994), I.
129 See Bonnel. Reallexikon, 3 14,630.
1]0 See J. F. Borghouts. '"'The Ram as a Protector and Prophesier:' Revue
d'igyf/lOlogit> 32 (1980): 36, concerning the idea that the ram, by knowi ng hi s
enemy's name, could have power over him and vanquish him.
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The wedjat-eye is explained by Plutarch to represent "divine
providence" (literally "foreknowledge"),!3! "the divine wisdom
by which God oversees and cares for all of his creations. It is
not unreasonable to see in this 'the grand key words of the
Holy Priesthood' ('The glory of God is intelligence,' D&C
93:36)."132 Lurker says, "The resurrection of Osiris was attributed ... partly to Horus who embraced his father and gave him
the eye of Horus to eat."133 The wedjat-eye, Lurker points out,
also is "a symbol of the power of the god of light. . .. Some
wedjat-eyes had an arm carrying the ankh or the papyrus staff,
symbol for 'to flourish.' The wedjat-eye was also used as a protection against the evil eye."I34 Gardiner said that "presumably
the missing 1164 was supplied magically by [the God] Thoth."135
That the wedjal-eye is shown twice with the "ship of the god" is
entirely appropriate in the context of what the Egyptians felt it
represented and with Joseph Smith's description of it. And, indeed, the sacramental aspects of the wedjat-eye do need to be
examined.
With the cyclically regenerating world of the Egyptians involved directly in the cosmos, the idea is "about the capacity to
merge with the divine power of life inherent in all being and
which enables the pharaoh to transform himself into other cosmic
forms of life after death. Expressed in the mythological language
of the Pyramid Texts it is about the state of having 'eaten' the
gods of the Egyptian world."136 Eaten the gods? This is the sacrament theme. And most interesting for Joseph Smith's explanations of the facsimiles, the wedjat-eye is directly considered to be
a sacramental motif.
The wedjat-eye as a sacramental motif; as everything good,
sound, true, and beautiful; and as the god's secret, sacred. and
powerful name offers all the greatness that a god has to its possessor: "sovereignty," full light, an assurance of a cyclic renewal of

131

Plutarch, De Iside el Osjrjde 51.

132 Rhodes, "Joseph Smith Hypocephalus," 9.
133 Lurker, Gods and Symbols, 93.
134 Ibid., 128.
135 Gardiner, Egyptian Grammar, 197.
136 Finnestad. 'The Pharaoh," 90.
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life. 137 Th e wedjar-eye is " fill ed ," whatever that means, but II IS
fill ed on Ihe sixlh day by ThOlh, the scribe, who is described as
not only filling the eye, but fixing ii, pUlling its various parts back
together since it was torn apart. The su pplyin g of it with its mi ssing parts, completing ii, gathering a nd fixing it. giving it a restoratio n of wholeness, Moller notes, is paralleled with the dis me mbe rment of Osi ri s and the supplement of the lost limb of Os iris, being
resurrected again into wholeness. completeness, vitality.138 What
could be clearer as to the "grand Key-words of the Holy Priesthood" than this, a restoring to perfect wholeness, the resurrection?
The filling of the eye on the six lh day is done in Heliopolis,
w here we read an inscription saying that as "Osiris wakes from hi s
s lumber lof death] ; he fli es upward as the Phoenix and takes hi s
place in heaven, and repeats his shape (moon) with Atum ."139
Note Ihe astronomica l aspects of all this. contra James White's
mere assertion that the re is none, This fillin g concept at He liopoli s
is considered to hark bac k to some astronomical observation,
Bonnet notes that Horus, in offering his eye to his fath er, helped
his futh er, Osiris, gain a new life (resurrect io n)' with the eye,l40
W hat espec ially catches our notice was Bonnet's observation that
the wedjat-eyes were g iven as the hands were stretched out to rece ive thc offerin g,I41 And John Tvedtnes has demonstrated that
the Hebrew word consecrate literally mean s "to fill the hand" of
the ordained priests, 14 2 Mosl interesting. after Citing numerous
examples from Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus. Numbers, and so forth ,
it has been noted that "t he open hand is to be filled with sac rific ial items," as well, perhaps, as with a shining stone as noted in
Reve lation 2: 17 and Doctrine and Covenants 130: 11 ,143

131 See Gocdieke. "The Bright Eye of Horus," 98-99.
138 See Georg Moller, "Die Zciehcn flir die Bruchtcile des HohlmaBcs und
tlas UZ<lt:luge," z.\S48 (1910 /1 911 ]): 100-10 1.
139 Hermann Junker, "Die seehs Teile des Horusauges und dcr sechste
Tag," lAS 48 (1910 [1911]): 104.
140 See Bonnet, Re(l/lexi/(on, 3 14-15,
141 Sec ibid .. 856.
142 John A. Tvedlncs, as cited in Lynn M. Hi lton. 'The Hand as a Cup in
Ancient Temple Worsh ip." in Discovering Lehi: New Evidence of Lehi and Nephi
ill Arabia (S pringville. Utnh: Cedar Fort. 1996), 179.
143 Ibid., 179-80.
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The sacrament motifs are also prominent in association with
the Eye of Horus, as we have noted above. The Coffin Texts are
replete with this motif. Spell 939 says, " M y bread is the Eye, my
beer is the Eye." Spell 863 says, "If N be hungry, Nekhbet will
be hungry ; if N be thirsty, Nekhbet will be thirsty," a nd it ends
with mentioning the Eye of Horus as the cure . Spell 936 says
one's thirst and hunger are satisfied with the consumption of the
Eye of Horus. Spell 1013 says. " I live on bread of white emmer
washed down with zizyphus-beer.... I testify concern ing the Eye
of Horus to him ." The giving of the Eye of Horus is a very
prominent the me and is portrayed not only in hypocephali, but
also in a depiction by Lanzone of this event, in which a baboon
presents a wedjat-eye to a god in hi s boat. 144 It is noteworthy that
Abraham was give n the sacrament in hi s fam ous meeting with
Melchi zedek . Robert J. Matthews has re marked on its Significance:
"W hen returning from the battle of the kings (see Genesis 14
KJV) Abraham met Melchi zedek, who gave him bread and wine.
The particular treatment given thi s episode in the New Translation
almost suggests a prefigurement of the sac rame nt of the Lord's
supper, for the bread and wine are blessed separatel y."145 The
sacrament is certainly in line with keeping our minds pointed toward the covenant that God has offered, and the depicti on of it as
the wedjat-eye is in line with this thought.
Kurt Sethe noted that as the bread and wine shou ld represent
the body and blood of Christ to us, likewise if the priest offers the
god or goddess wine, incense, bread, fruit s, or something else, it
represents the Eye of Horus.'46 This seems to fit together well.
144 See Ridolfo V. Lanzone. Dizi"ario di Mila/agio Egizja (furin: Doyen.
1883), #1-2, plate XXXVIII.
145 Robert J. Matthews, "A Plainer Trans/alion": Jouph Smith's TransLa·
lio" of Ihe lJible: A History and Commenlary (Provo, Utah: BYU Press, 1975).
382. See also Bruce R. McConkie, The Morlai Messiah (Salt Lake City: Deserel
Book , 1981), 52-53 . The sacrame nt is also strongly indicated in the Dead Sea
Scro lls, specifically in 'The Rule of the Congregation." See Florenlino Garcia
MartCnez. The Dead Sea Scrolls Translated: The Qumran TexIS in English (Leiden:
Brill. 1994), 127. Also, when Abraham meets Melchi;:edek in the plain. we are
lold specifically that "Melchizedek . . . brought oul food and drink for Abram."
"Genesis Apocryphon," in Garda Mart(nez, Dl'ad Sea Scrolls, 236.
146 See Kurt Sethe. Urgeschichle und iilzesle Religion der Agypter (leipzig: Brockhaus. 1930). 103.
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In the Egyptian Book of the Dead we also find this prominent
sacramental theme, We read , "may my name be called out, may it
be found at the board of offerings; may there be given to me
loaves in the Presence, .. . may there be given to me bread fr om
the Hou se of Cool Water and a table of offerings from HeJiopo1is." 147 We learn that thi s is important for the dead to have. " Le t
there be given to him bread and beer which have been issued in
the presence of Osiris, and he will be forever like the Followers of
Horu s."148 Another statement direct ly ties the sacramental motif
to the sacred eye: "Your bread is the Sacred Eye, your beer is the
Sacred Eye; what goes forth at the voice for you upon earth is the
Sacred Eye."149 We furth er read that the perfected sou ls are
drawn near to the House of Osiris and that the officiating person is
addressed thusly: "0 you who give bread and beer to the perfected souls in the House of Osiris, may you give bread and beer
at all seasons to the soul of Ani, who is vindicated with all the gods
of the Thinite nome, and who is vindicated with yo u ." 150 Klau s
Baer, one of the Egyptologists to work on the Joseph Smith Papyri, noted that to be "vi ndicated" or, as the Joseph Smilh Papyri
put it, "justified," means to become an Osiris. 151 In Spell 68, the
spell for going out into the day, we read, "You shall live on bread
of white emmer and beer of red barley of Hapi in the pure
p lace."152 And again, "offerin g shall be made to me of food by
my son of my body, you shall give invocation-offerings of bread
and beer, incense and unguent, and all things good and pure
whereon a god li ves .. . and there shall be given to him bread and
bee r and a portion of meat from upon the altar of Osiris,"153
On another occasion the dead is asked, "What will you live on?"
Wherein the dead responds, " I will live and have power through
bread." '''Where will you eat it?' say the gods and spirits to me.
'I will have power and I will eat it under the branches of the tree
of Hathor my mi stress, who made Offerings of bread. beer and
147
148
149
150
151
152

FaUlkner, Egytlli(ln Book of Ille Del/d, under plates 1-2.
Ibid .. under plate 4.
Faulkner (ed. Andrews). Ancient EgYl'lian Book of Ihe Dead. 33.
Faulkner, Egyptian Book of Ihe Dead, under plate 6.
See Baer, "The Breathi ng Permit of Hor." 117 n. 24.
Faulkner (ed. Andrews), Ancient Egyptian Book of lire Dead, 70.
153 Ibid .• 72- 73.
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com in Heliopolis . "'154 Could the sacrament also be mentioned
in conjunction with a creative power, or governing power, so [Q
speak?
Now back to the idea of the god in the boat. Budge notes
some interesting things with the gods in their ships. Isis prays and
says to the god in the ship, "Thou hast conquered heaven by the
greatness of thy majesty in thy name of 'Prince of the festival of
the fifteenth day.' [Notice in the bottom flank of the ship in fig . 4
the fifteen dots. ] Thou risest upon us like Ra every day; thou shinest on us like Atem. Gods and men live at the sight of thee . "155
"The holy and divine emanation which cometh forth from thee
vivifieth gods, men, quadrupeds, and reptiles, and they live
thereby .... Hail, thou Lord, there existeth no god who is like
unto thee . "156 "Grant thou that I may have my being as a follower of thy Majesty .... The god thereof is the Lord of Maat, the
Lord of offerings, the Most Holy One . ... Assuredly there shall
be joy to him that performeth Maat."157 "Homage to thee, 0
thou God, holy one. great in beneficent deeds, thou Prince of
Eternity, who presideth over his place in the Sektet Boat. thou
Mighty One of risings in the Aiet Boal,"158 "Thou TOllest up
into the horizon. thou hast set light over the darkness. thou sendest
forth air (or. light) from thy plumes. and thou floodest the Two
Lands like the Disk at daybreak. Thy crown penetrateth the height
of heaven, thou art the companion of the stars, and the guide of
every god."159 Or. in short. God "clothed with power and
authority; with a crown of eternal light upon his head" (explanation to Fac. 2, fig. 3). Joseph Smith knew whereof he spoke.
When we look at the Coffin Texts we also note that they identify this bark (fig. 3) as the bark of the god Re, many. many times
over.160 This concept is clearly a well-established one. Elizabeth
Thomas notes the boats of Re, both morning and evening barks.
154 Ibid., 80.
155 E. A. Wallis Budge, Osiris and the Egyptian R~SUrr~Clion
Dover, 1973),2:62.
156

(New York:

Ibid., 63.

157 Ibid .. 12-73.
158 Ibid. , 74.
159 Ibid. , 77-78.
160 Sce, for cllample, Faulkner, Ancitnt Egyplian Coffin TUIS, especially spells 18,6 1, 211 ,360,409.
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and acknowledges Ihal they were constantly used by the gods to
traverse the sky, which was waler, and used also in the underworl d. 161
This makes all kinds of sense from the Egyptian side. 1. E. S.
Edwards, the great authority on the pyramids, noted that, "according to the view most commonly accepted, Re, accompan ied by his
retinue, traversed the sky each day in a boat." And, furth er to the
point, "Every day the king would accompany the sun-god on his
voyage across the skies. Somet imes he is described as a rower 10
the barq ue."162
Adolf Erman discusses this as well, especially the "Sac red
bark of Amon-Re." Erman notes that to the outside world this
bark was itself the image of the god, Th is situation makes perfect
se nse, since to the Egyptian travel was always on the Nile in the
boat and "the god also would therefore, according to their views,
require a Nile boat to go from place to place." The picture of the
god's boal is from the lime of Tholhmes II, at Karnak. 163 The
Egyptian Book of the Dead illustrates the ship of the god man y
times. Usually it is Re, the Sun-god who traverses the sky in his
ship , which is usually depicted on a rather large hieroglyph of the
sky.
I believe the hypocephalu s is the strongest witness to the truth
that Joseph Smith taught. Its symboli sm is exact and precisely religious, and involves us all in the cosmic afterlife, in glorious resurrection. The big picture is never losl. It is the perfect examp le of
the correlation of the microcosm (mank ind) with the macrocosm
(eterna l life in everlasting realms of light).
These are some of the areas that White has obviously ignored.
What he wants you to believe is thai nothing can be said for the
Book of Abraham. What I want to tell you is to keep preac hing
the gospel of Christ to folks who need it and don' t get up in too
muc h of a fret with this White fellow. He'll still be there after you
have served the Lord ... and so wi ll I. We' ll have some good
study sess ions together with your dad also. I'm sure proud of you
fo r stick ing to your guns and letting critics know their research
161

See Elizabeth Thomas. "Solar Barks Prow to Prow," lEA 42

65 - 79.
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Edwards, Pyrllmids 0/ Egypt. 8. 16.
ill A/lcient Eg)"pt. 275-76.

163 Erman. Ute
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doesn't bother your testimony much. For what it's worth, their
research doesn't bother my testimony either, let alone my own
research, which refutes their lame contentions against the gospel.

Your affectionate uncle.
Larry
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Letter 9: True Colors Shine Through
Dear Mr. White,
I must say that I am surpri sed thai you would expect me to
give our correspondence greater weight than my holy ca lling.
Naturally,1 need to be about the Lord's errand- and at this moment, that errand includes training a new missionary. That is a seri ous responsibility and one that I can not neglect just to carryo n
what is dege nerating into a mere debate. I admit that it is more
distracting than painful, but I really need to concentrate on the
work I am do ing.
You say that you have a friend "w ho was once a Mormon but
left the LDS Church when he accepted Christ as hi s Lord and
Savior" (p. 169). I fail to see what the two concepts-accepting
Christ and leaving the church- have to do with each other. Most
people I have met on my mission who have accepted Christ as
their Lord and Sav ior have joined the churc h as a result. Church
membership involves accepting Christ as Lord and Savior in a
very real way, becom ing hi s covenant di scip les.
Now it happens that missionaries have just as much cu riosit y
as everyone else. I admit that curiosity is what has kept me readi ng
and repl ying to your letters. And cu riosity leads us into specul ation about questions that are not related to our work . We call these
the "d id-Adam-have-a-navel" questions. If some missionary were
to ask a General Authority, such as Elder Peterson, one of those
questions, then that General Authority would be quite correct to
respond in the way that you describe (see pp. 169-70).
You say that "we have a phone message for Mormons"
(p. 170). I fin d that statement odd and a little puzzling. Who is
"we"? Why would you "have a phone message fo r Mormons"?
Our mission office doesn't have a phone message for Baptists.
Mi nd you, we aren't an anti-Baptist organi zation. Now while the
remarks made by your anonymous ca ller don't tell me anything,
the fact that you arc part of a group that has "a phone message
for Mormons" and that aUracts the attention of church members
who want to tell you what is wrong with your percept ion of the
church. does indecd tell me something. It tells me that you are
part of an anti-Mormon organizat ion that publicizes a negative,
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and probably faulty. view of the church and its teachings. If the
misconceptions that you have wrillen in your letters come from
that organization, then that explains why your caller wanted to
correct your misinformation.
I will be happy to meet with you in the park. Of course my
companion will be coming along as well.
Your friend.

Elder Hahn
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Letter 10: The God of What?
Dear Mr. While,
As I men tioned 10 you during our first meeting, my name is
Elder Hahn . That is what my friend s call me. Even my family (in ·
eluding my slightly eccentric Uncle Larry) calls me that while I ' m
on my mi ssion. I believe that it is a fairly reasonable request that I
make: that you call me Elder. I'm sure that if you met a woman
who preferred to be called "Ms." instead of "Mrs." or "Miss,"
you would respect that preference. I ask the same respect, no more
and no less.
You say that "From the very beginning of my co rrespon·
dence with you I have mentioned how much I wish to speak to
you about the God of Ihe Bibl e" (p. 173). I confess that I am
confused. I thou ght that that was what your fo urth and fifth letters
were about.
Also, I am a little puzzled by your use of the phrase, " the God
of the Bible." Since you obviously don 't mean that the Bible is
all that he is the God of, I wonder why you keep using that ex·
pr..:: ssion. It seems a lmost like some kind of fo rmula for you.
Now I don ' t have a problem with your affirming your own
be liefs. That is perfect ly acceptable, and I am not going to argue
w: " , that. I am onl y go ing to take issue where you see m to be
trying to score points againslthe restored gospel.
t agree that God is unique. We- that is, the human race-have
110 kn owledge of any other be ing who is like him . That other
sim ilar beings exist in eternal worlds really does n't change any·
thing- we have no real knowledge of them; they are not onl y
above us, but they are also beyond us and have nothing to do with
us . That makes our God un ique ly important to us; as far as the
whole human famil y is concerned, there truly is none like him .
But I notice again , as my Au nt Jenny pointed out , that you are
using the wrong kind of scriptures to make the wrong kind of ar·
gumcnts. The Psalms are nothing if not poetry, and the one thing
we all understand about poetic statements is that they are not to be
taken literally. Did Te nn yson mean that the Light Brigade
c harged into the actua l mouth of hell? Did Wordswort h really
thi nk enough daffod ils would make an army? Or should the
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opening lines of Richard III be taken to mean that the right king
can change the seasons?
Also. you seem to be willing to go well beyond what the
scriptures themselves say. While I agree that the passage you

quoted from Isaiah 40: 12-18 is indeed impressive, you have gone
far beyond it when you presume to answer the questions Isaiah
poses. Indeed, it seems that the very point of those questions is
that they are unanswerable by human wisdom. If the answer to all
those questions is a nat "nobody," then that is in fact a very easy
answer. It puiS me in mind of the questions God pUIS 10 Job in Job
38:4. God asks, "Where wast thou when I laid the foundations of

the earth? declare, if thou hast understanding." Clearly the point
is that Job doesn't know-a simple "nowhere" is not the answer.
The same goes for Isaiah's questions.
And in fact you seem to realize this, because you say, "None
of the questions asked by Isaiah can be answered-they are purely
rhetorical" (p. 175). And so you proceed with utter confidence to
answer them.
I suppose I should have expected you to cite John 4:24, even
though we have already discussed it. Do I need to remind you of
Romans 8:9, wherein Paul tells the Saints, "But ye are not in the
flesh, but in the Spirit, if so be that the Spirit of God dwell in
you"? Is it possible that Paul meant that Christians can be "in the
spirit" and still keep their bodies? If so, why can't God do that
too? Surely you don't believe that such things are possible for us
but beyond him?
And it is clear that the Bible does not present a completely
clear division between the physical and the spiritual, for Paul
clearly taught that the resurrected body is "spiritual" (I Corinthians 15:44-46)---even though it is clearly physical as well (see
Luke 24:37-39). He also spoke of a spirit in man, which he compared with the Spirit of God (see 1 Corinthians 2:11).
It seems strange that you should use Luke 24:38 as you have
done, since it is obvious that the apostles were simply scared of
what they thought was a ghost. Pointing out that spooks don't
have bodies hardly seems to relate to the nature of God. Certainly,
the spirit of a dead person would not have flesh and bones, because the physical body would be in the grave. But Jesus certainly
did have flesh and bones . And further, it is in that state-that is, in
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his resurrected bodY-lhat Paul said, "For in him [JesusJ dwelleth
all the fulness of the Godhead bodily" (Colossians 2:9). Jesus,
then, is fully God, though embodied . So why is this impossible for
the Father?
You overlook the fact that we believe that man is also spirit
(see O&C 93:33-34; Numbers 16:22; Romans 8:16) and yet we
are, quite obvious ly, physical; again, why can this not also be true
of God? Weren't we created in his image and likeness?
But the real weakness with your use of John 4:24 is that it has
an important parallel. That verse states, "God is a Spirit: and they
that worship him must worship him in spirit and in truth ." The
statement about God is used as an argument about how we must
worship him . In exactly the same way, we find in I John 4: 16,
"A nd we have known and believed the love that God hath to us.
God is love; and he that dwelleth in love dwelleth in God, and God
in him." This passage is structured in exactly the same way as
your lone proof text; since God is love, we have to have love also.
If John 4 :24 means that God is only spirit, then I John 4: 16 must
by the same token mean that God is only love.
You seem also to make the argument that God sometimes appears in physical form even though he is actually incorporeal. I
have to ask-why? Is he trying to deceive his children? Your
claim that "Jehova h ... entered into a physical manifestation in
Genesis 18 when He visited with Abraham, ... but it was not a
permanent situation" is one I have not heard before (p. 176). Do
you have any references to support this?
I have never at any time been told or taught that Jeremiah
23:23-24 is "t he 'doctrine of the devil'" (p. 177). Clearly one
of us is mistaken about what the Church of Jesus Christ teaches,
and I venture to say it is not me. I have no problem with the concept that God fills heaven and earlh. He fills them with his emanating power and influence, as well as with his creations. Your
argument "t hat He himseljfills heaven and earth" (p. 177) is not
by any means the only possible interpretation of that passage.
Your argument about man's inability to understand God is
one that we can both use. After all. your beliefs about the nature
of God see m to rely , more than you care to admit, on creeds
worked out by committees of philosophers. It is one thing for
truth revealed from heaven to be beyond human comprehensio n;
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it is quite another for the results of logical deduction and argument to be incoherent. But I enthusiastically second your wish
that, ''' Let God be true, but every man a liar' (Romans 3:4)"
(p. 178). For the knowledge that I have received by personal
revelation-that is, my testimony of the gospel---comes from God.
Arguments about the interpretation of scripture come from men.
That passage is reinforcement. if I nceded it. that I need to esteem
my testimony above any human a rgument, however compelling it
may seem.

I have to confess that] have never been taught "that the
Christian doctrine of God makes God an 'ethereal nothingness'
or some kind of 'fuzzy, nebulous force' that no one can know"
(p. 181). The Christian doctrine of God that I know is that God is
in truth our Father, just as Jesus said. The uninspired creeds of
men do indeed seem to make God into "an 'ethereal nothingness' or some kind of 'fuzzy, nebulou s force' that no one can
know," but I find Il\.l such concepts in the scriptures.
You make an involved, intricate, and ultimately un scriptural
argument from Isaiah 57:15 (see pp. 179-80). The statement that
God "inhabiteth eternity" simply means that he Jives forever. But
what I really am interested in is the idea that God exists outside of
time and that he created time.
First, there is no passage that I can find that actually says that
God created time. I suspect that that is true for you as well, or you
wouldn't have to rely on Isaiah 41 :4. which simply describes God
"calling the generations from the beginning." In fact, the idea of
God creating time is not merely hard to understand; it is actually
logically incoherent.
Consider for a moment, if you will, what we mean when we say
that God creates something- anything at all. Since it doesn't
matter what, let us say "God created x" since x is the most common algebraic symbol for a variable-you can replace it with any
value later. Now the formula "God created x" actually means that
the following three Slates must ex.ist in temporal succession:
At first, there is no x. Then God brings x into existence; after
this point, x is part of the universe.
We can even express this in mathematical terms, using the
symbol t to represent a point in time, thus:
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AI t- I , there is no x;
AI to. x comes into ex istence;
At t+ I , x is part of the uni verse.
Where to is the moment when God actuall y creates someth ing.
I- I is the last moment before it, and 1+ 1 is the first mo ment afte r

it. So let us plu g in some values to our formula, and see if it makes
sense. Let us start with a si mple one: God created water. Thus we
fin d that:
At t- I , there is no water;
AI to, water comes into ex istence;
At 1+ I, water is part of the un iverse.
And so we could go on, with sand, bread, si licon chips, dessert
(one of my favorites) or anythin g else you could think of. But
what happens when we try to say "God created time"? We imagine that :
At I- I , there is no time;
At to, time comes into existence;
At t+ 1, time is in the uni verse.
Can you see why that fail s? Without lime. we ca n' t have a
o r any thin g like it. The concepts of " before" and " a f te r "
Heed time to be progressi ng; you have to have time in o rder to
have events in temporal success ion. Therefore. the conce pt of time
is If!~ ically prior to the poss ibility of creat ion.
If we think about it a little more, we di scover something e lse:
the idea of a "s uprate mpo ral" o r " time less" eternit y is desc ribing a state in which no events can happen. since an event of an y
kind mu st also be te mporal. So, while " th ings" might conceptuall y ~ xi s t in a nonte mpo ra l state , they can onl y always ex ist in it;
Ihey ean neither come into existence , nor pass away, nor change in
any way, since all ki nds of changes are essentially temporal. Now
the e xperts all ag ree Ihat God's o mnipo tence means the power to
do what is logically poss ible. God can' t c reate a square c ircle. a
married bac he lor, or a roc k too heavy for him 10 lift , because
none of Ihose things can logica lly ex ist. Likewise, he cannot cause
an event that cannot happen- such as a temporal event (for example. an act of creatio n) in a nontemporal slate. Therefo re. he
can not create anything, includ ing ti me. inside of a timeless e te rnity, as your di agram suggests.

"'0 "
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You said that God is simuhaneously aware of everything at
every point on the limeline- ua continuous 'now'" (p. 180) is
how you described it. Was it "a continuous ' now' " to God before
he created time? For if time is created. there must have been a time
before time existed . I don ' t mean before clocks and calendars but

before time actually progressed-a logical impossibility. To the
left of your finite time line is the part of eternity when time did
not exist. Since time did not exist, it was not progressing. So how
did God get to the point when he created time? The simple fact is
that the idea is not merely 100 big or wonderful to comprehendit is inherently contradictory, and hence untrue.
Now I have taken Ihis flight into the realms of airy speculation
because I wanted 10 show Ihat there is a difference between " I
don't understand it" and "it doesn't make sense," The statement
that "God created time" is not merely hard to understand; it is
actually incoherent, since time mu st exist before anything can be
created.
Now we can certainly say that God's time is different from
ours, and that our time is what God has appointed; in that sense we
could certainly say that God created time. But as soon as we say
that time only progressed after God decreed it, and did not progress before, then we are talking complete nonsense; before and
after only have meaning where time is progressing.
You go on to say, "The God of the Bible is perfect. He lacks
nothing, needs nothing, is dependent upon nothing or no one.
Since all else that exists does so at His command, then how could
He possibly need anything?" (p. 182). This, however, raises a
problem: if God needs nothing, then why does he do anything?
Rational beings, we would suppose, act for rational reasons. What
rational reason could God possibly have for creating the earth, or
us, or anything else?
As I pointed out in answer to your fourth letter: If God is not
limited in any way by his creation, then he is not dependent upon
it for anything. He is not God because we worship him; we worship him because he is God. He is wholly "other"- you said
so-and so he doesn't need us for anything, right?
So why did he create us? He must have had a reason to create
us, because he is rational and not capricious. But what reason
could that be? He doesn ' t depend on us for anything, remember?
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Not even his emotional states, right? If God went to the trouble of
creating us- howeve r lillie trouble that might be for an
omnipotent being-then he must have wanted to do so. And
creatin g us sat isfied that want. He is. therefore, happier with us
around. We make him happier. Or. to put it another way. we influence hi s ability to be happy-we move him, if you like.
You cited Revelation 4:11, which says, in part, "thou hast created all things, and for thy pleasure they are and were created."
Does this mean that the creation gives God pleasure? If so, then he
is dependent on this creation for that pleasure.
Others have suggested to me that the creation glorifies
God-and indeed, you implied the same when you said, "God is
working out His will in the world even if we are not sharp eno ugh
to figure out exactly how God will be glorified in each separate
event that takes place" (p. 188). Does this mean that without the
events that have happened and are now happenin g, God would be
less glorious? You may not have thought of it in those terms, but
if we say that x glorifies God, then we imply that no x means less
glory for him. Any way you cut it. if God truly doesn' t need us
for anything, then he has no valid reason to create us. and so the
creation is only evidence that he is capri cious and not rational.
That is, unless we ourselves existed before this mortal life and
are eternal beings. Unless he stands in relation to us as a parent to
his children, rather than as a tinkerer to his hobby. Unless we have
needs that he can best meet by this physical creat ion. Unless he is
actually anxious for our eternal well-being, as a loving parent
would be. Then, and only then, does the creation, as the act of a
being who has no needs for himself, actually make sense.
You seem to be hinting that you agree that God is persona ll y
responsib le for evil in the world. I raised this point in my earlier
leiter on the subject (see leiter 4). You may recall that I said (on
page 137),
if a rational being chooses to do !!omething. knowing
the consequences of that acti on, is it not logical to conclude that that being illtends to bring those consequences about? This question is important, because
you seem to believe that God created each one of us in
a conscious, deliberate. and rational act of creat ion. But
you also believe that God's foreknowledge is absolute
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and unchanging-he a lways knew what he knows now
about the future, He thereFore knew, at the moment he

created Hiller, of the death and misery that Hitler
would bring into the world . As an absolutely free
being. God could have chosen not to create Hitler. A nd
he presumably made the same c hoice with Stalin, Pol
Pot, and othe r g hastly murdere rs. In each case hi s
c hoice was ratio na l, abso lutely free, and undertaken in
full and perfect fo reknow ledge of the consequences,
but he did create them. Since he cou ld have chosen nOI

10, and th us prevemed World War lI, the Holocaust, th e
Gulags. and the Killing Fields. is it not log ical to conclude that he caused those catastrophes to happen?
Take it o ne step furthe r; we bel ieve that Satan wac;
o nce one of the premort al sons of God, but that he re belled and was cast out . You ev idently believe that God
know ingly nnd perspicac iously c reated Satan-again ,
with full foreknowledge of the consequences. God
could have chosen nor to c reate Satan-but he did c reate him ; as a result of thaI choice, there is evil in the
world. Your theology leads to the inescapable conclusion that God is personall y and immediately res ponsible, if not for indi vidual evil acts, then for the ex istence of ev il. It is here because God c hose that it
should be here.
What thi s really means is, since all of God's creations ex ist as a
result of hi s rational, consc ious decisions, made in the fulness of
his absolute foreknow ledge, "your God," if I may call him that, is
directly and personall y responsib le for all of the evil in the world.
I am grateful that I worship a God who is a truly moral being.
But you seem actually to feel that God is himse lf respo nsible
for indiv idual evil actions, fo r you say ,
But while there are many who are willing to confess
thi s kind of genera l sovere ignty of God , few are willing
to go as far as the Scriptures go in describing the control of God over one particular area-the very actions
of men themselves. When the truth of God begins to
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impinge upon man's supposed freedom, men beg in to
rebel wit h intense hatred. (p. 19 1)
Now I don't know anyone who wou ld "rebel with intense hatred" against the idea that God personally controls his or her
actions. Quite the contrary, that is a very comfort ing idea, for it
absolves us of all moral responsibi lity. You argue that "God uses
an ev il people (t he Assyrians) to puni sh His people, and ... does
so in suc h a just and righteous way as to be able to hold the
wicked Assy rians responsible fo r their behav ior" (p. 192). And
yet, you do n't actually say how it is that he manages that; yo u
merely assert that he does. I wou ld say that God, knowi ng the
heart s of men, governs the ex ternal circu mstances so that his
righteous purposes are worked out. But you seem to be sayi ng
that God actually caused the Assy rians to do what they did. If that
is the case, how can they possibly be respo nsible? Don't you see
that people CJn only be responsible if their choices are freely
made? You want to have your cake and eat it too, but you ca n' t.
Either the Assyrians were responsible for their own actions, or
they weren't; if they were, then God could only influence them
ind irectly; if they were not, then they cannot be held accountable,
for their evil deeds were really God's doing.
So when you ta lk about how holy God is-and I agree that he
is-you introd uce an awful di lemma for yourself. For what can
holiness poss ibly meJn, when the being we call holy is respo nsible
for all evil- not merely in the remote, abstract sense of hav ing
created free beings and allowed them to make wrong choices, bu t
di rectly and immediately? As I said in letter 4 (on page 137):
So, is evil good? Obviously nol. Is God good? I
think that you would agree with me that, in a moral
sense, God is good. He always and only chooses good
over evi l. But your theology has a free, rational, powerful, and mora lly good be ing knowingly bri nging evil
into ex istence. He could prevent evil simply by choosing to create men and women who would always exe rcise their free will to do good and never evi l, but he
chooses otherwise.
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And. I would add, he could consistently use his influence to
encourage his creations to choose good over evil. but, according
to you, he chooses olherwise-but still holds them responsible
anyway, for the choices he made for them. Is that holy? Is it even
remotely just? Behold, I say unto you, nay.
Now, I don't have a problem with your beliefs about God's
righteousness, mercy. and justice. I too believe that he possesses
Ihose qualities in full measure, so there is no need to debate those
points.
I must say that. despite your occasional digs at the church, I
have enjoyed this letter much more than your previous ones. A
positive presentation of your own beliefs is a good thing. and I am
glad to see you move in this direction. Please do not take it amiss
that I have taken issue with some of your arguments. That is
merely my own point of view, and you are free to believe as you
wish. I just hope you remember that in God's wisdom-and not
human efforts such as philosophical argument and scriptural
exegesis-the fulness of the truth is to be found.
May you gain the desire to seek that knowledge.
Your friend,
Elder Hahn
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Letter 11 : What Choices?
Dear Mr. White,
As I mentioned to you during ou r first meeting and in my
previous leuer, my name is Elder Hahn. That is what my fri ends
call me. Even my family calls me that whi le I'm on my mission. I
believe that it is a fairly reasonable request that I make for you to
call me Elder.
Thank you for your mercifully brief letter. Thank you also
for attempting to address my questions relating to the relationship
between God and evil acts. But, if I may say so, you haven't full y
clarified what you meant by your statement that God causes specific events to happen. You describe the crucifixion as a terrible
crime and go on to say, "God used those sinful men (who certainl y did not have pure motives fo r what they did) to accomplish
His will " (p. 198). But the issue you don' t address is-did they
have a choice in the matter? Could they have chosen not to cru cify the Lord? If they had so chosen, wouldn't that have defeated
God's plan?
You go on further to say:
The men who acted did so vo luntarily. God did not
have to "force them" to do what was evil. Their intentions, from the start, were evil. But God's intentions in
the same act were pure and holy. Wh ile God eternally
predesti ned this action which involved human guilt and
si n. he did so for the holiest and purest reasons.
(p. 199)
While I agree that the reasons were holy and pure, the question
remains: how responsible were those men for their actions? If God
had "eternall y predesti ned" that those men would cruci fy the
Savior, what choice did they really have in the matter?
You might respond that they simpl y aeted out of their own
evil wills. But were thei r wills not what God created them to be?
Is a being whose choices are "eternally predestined" by be in g
created with a particularly evi l nature trul y responsible for those
choices? How can people be held accountable for their actions if
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they are "made" in such a way that they are not able to choose
anything else?
And I don't think you have thought the question of consequences all the way through, either. Yes, the crucifixion was a very
sinful act, and yes it did immeasurable good. Bul why did it do
good? Because it was the means of redeeming fallen mankind.
Redeemed from what? From sin and the consequences of sin. And
where did thal sin come from? From the choices of men and
women upon the earth. So again we are back to the issue-why do
we make wrong choices? If we are mere creations. why didn', God
choose to create us truly good? Was it beyond his power to do so?
Why create us sinful? Would it bring less glory to God to create all
righteous people and save all of them than to create all sinful
people and save only some of them?
Even though you have explained that you don't see God
forcing people to make wrong choices, the consequence of your
theology is still thai God is responsible for all the evil in the world.
To argue that he allows it to happen because it brings about things
that add more glory to him in the long run has two problems:
First, if God is all-powerful, doesn't he have enough power to accomplish his purposes by doing only good? And second, you are
essentially arguing that the end justifies the means; God's holiness
thus consists of his being a pragmatist who is right all of the time.
I'm sorry, but that is not very holy, or even moral.
Anyway, we can move on from this topic now, I think. I can
see where we agree and where we disagree. Actually if you would
stop telling me what I believe, you would find that we don't disagree on nearly as many points as you think we do. For, although
you are convinced that "we have already seen that the LDS concept of God is so far removed from the biblical one that the two
cannot possibly have their origin in the same Being" (p. 200), the
fact remains that, on the one hand, you have seriously misunderstood the LOS concept of God, and on the other hand, you have
not convinced me that your theology is strictly biblical either.
In fact, I cannot help pointing out that you made that statement to preempt the use of lauer-day revelation to clarify some of
these questions, since you admitted "that 'latter-day revelation'
addresses the issue of why things are the way they are" (p. 200).
In other words, you are using your arguments about the nature of

WHITE. LETTERS TO A MORMON EWER (McGREGOR, S HI RTS)

251

God to avoid havi ng to deal with what God has revealed In ou r
day. We ll. that's up to you.
I appreciate your attempts to explai n your views about God's
changi ng his mind. However, [ don't believe that your explanation is truly adequate. Consider Deuteronomy 9: 19-20, wherein
Moses says:
For I was afraid of the anger and hot displeasure,
wherewith the Lord was wroth against you to destroy
you. But the Lord hearkened unto me at that ti me also.
And the Lord was very angry with Aaron to have
destroyed him: and I prayed For Aaron also the same
time. (emphasis added)
Your explanation seems to be that the Lord is just "ta lking
down" to us, as parents do to children. Very well, but what has
changed? If this passage means anything, then Moses certainly
believed that he had prevai led upon the Lord to change his mi nd.
Are you tell ing me that your own personal wisdom is greater than
!hal of Moses, at the very end of his life? Or are you in fact saying
that the scriptures are only the second to last court of appeal and
.hat your own know ledge is the final one?
I'm sure it is fl attering to human vanity that we should imagine ourselves so muc h smarter and more soph ist icated than those
simp le shepherds that we can see the eterna l verities beuer tha n
they cou ld, bu t I wonder if that's rea lly a very ed ifying or even
useful way to view the men that stood in God's presence. The fact
is thai you are clearly placing you r judgment ahead of what the
scriptures plai nly say . Don' ( you think i( wou ld be better to place
the sc riptures ahead of your own opi nions?
In any event, I am happy to move on.
May the Lord bless you wi th a desire to seek his will.
Your friend,
Elder Hahn
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Letter 12: So Now We Know
Dear Mr. White,
As I mentioned to you during our first meeting. and In my
previous letters, my name is Elder Hahn. Please address me as
Elder.
Now J think you have misunderstood something I said. I am
more than happy to hear your beliefs about the Savior, Jesus
Christ. But I didn't ask you to "compare and contrast [your] belief with the Mormon perspective" (p.205); since I already understand the "Mormon perspective," I am Quite capable of doing
the comparing and contrasting. I can't imagine any missionary-or indeed any reasonably well-informed Latter-day Saintasking you to do that. I have consistently requested that you let
me teach LDS doctrine. I renew that request.
And I see that. yet again. you are falling into the same errors
that have pervaded your previous letters. You are relying upon
The Seer. a publication that was denounced by the First Presidency and repudiated by Orson Pratt, its editor. Why do you keep
using it when I have already pointed this out to you?
And so I see that you are also trotting out the usual antiMormon chestnuts (see pp. 206, 209, 215). "Mormons worship a
different Jesus" (concerned murmurs from the audience),
"Mormons believe Jesus and Lucifer are brothers" (shock, horror), and "Mormons think God had SEX with Mary" (gasps of
delighted disgust). So I am going to give these stock standard accusations only brief comments. Brief comments are all they deserve. But before I do comment on them, I am going to ask you
that if you wish our correspondence to continue, then you will
please raise the tone of your letters.
The "different Jesus" argument is a very weak one. 1 mentioned to you earlier about the great retreat my aunt describes in
the anti-Mormon position. The different Jesus argument is part of
that retreat, since for years the standard accusations-still heard
today, by the way-were that we didn't believe in Jesus at all, or
that we placed Joseph Smith ahead of him. Both of these accusations are false and untenable. The different Jesus argument,
although equally false, can be argued from differing interpreta-
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tions of scripture; so it made a convenient fall-back position. Th e
only really different things we believe about Jesus have to do with
hi s postresurrection activity. All the rest is just a matter of
interpretation.
We bel ieve in Jesus who created all things (see John 1: 1-3;
Moses I :32-33); who was and is the divine son of God the Father
(see Matthew 3: 17; 16:16; Luke 1:32,35; John 1: 14,1 8, a mong a
great many others); and who was born o f Mary in Bethlehem,
tau ght the gospel. performed many miracles. was betrayed by
Judas, was tried by the Jews and Pilate, and was crucified and rose
the third day, as recorded in the scriptu res. If all of thi s is not
enough to identify c learly which Jesus we believe in, then nothing
would be. In rea lity our Jesus is only different from your Jesus in
matters of hair-splitting theolog ical definitions of the kind that
were introduced into the church by an cient philosophers with
pagan background s.
There is an illustration 1 someti mes use when confronted with
this si lly argument: suppose Jesus were to return to the earth tomorrow. Suppose further that he held a press conference to an nounce the beginnin g of his kingly reign. (Yes, J know that' s
rather hard to imagine, but please bear with me.) And so he announces that he has come to reign on earth for a thousand years
and then opens the noor for questions . A bold reporte r st icks up
hi s hand and asks, "Er, Lo rd, are we your spirit brothers and
siste rs?"
Imagine, then, what the consequences of his answer will be. If
he says "no," will the Mormons in the room say, "Well , in that
case we'll just wait fo r our Jesus to show up" ? I don 't think so.
And if he says "yes," will the conservati ve Protestants say , "We ll ,
in that case we'll just wait for our Jesus to show up"? That hardl y
seems like ly. There's only one Jesus. S ure, we can ' t both be right
o n every point about hi m, since we don't agree on every one, but
he is still the same Jesus, regardless of which one o f us has got all
the ri ght pieces of the puzzle.
The "Jesus and Lucifer are brothers" argument is equa ll y
weak. Oh, by the way, I know of no Latte r-day Saints who are unaware o f our teachings about the premortal ex istence, so yo ur
shocked and incredulous Mormons aren't anyone I' ve ever met.
The fact remains that Jesus is the So n o f God, according to a
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whole raft of scriptures. And Satan is also one of the sons of God,
according to Job 1:6 and 2: I. (It is interesting. isn't it, that in both
passages it's the sons of God presenting themselves to the Lord;
there are never any sons of Jehovah mentioned.)
But it's time for another illustration. I have a moderately large
family. but I'm quite certain I don't have a sister named Sally.
Now suppose when I return home I find that I have a new sister,
named Sally, who was born or adopted into the family-and nobody told me. Would that make me a different person? All along I
thought I was Elder Hahn-and now, because I've got this sister,
does this mean I'm not the same person any more?
Can you see how inexpressibly silly that is? I am who I am, no
matter to whom I am related. And, by the same token, Jesus is
Jesus, and Lucifer is Lucifer. And of the two, Jesus is the fixed
point. If it turns out that Lucifer is not truly a son of God, then we
would have been wrong to believe the testimony of the scriptures,
and you would have been right to reject that testimony-but it
would have nothing to do with who Jesus really is.
And, just by the way, since we are guilty of believing the Bible
on Ihis point, while you are rejecting it, just what did you say is
your ultimate source of doctrinal knowledge?
And now for the issue of the conception of Christ. First, I will
just point out that your disgust and horror at all things sexual is
not biblical; it is Augustinian. It was Augustine who taught
Catholics and Protestants alike to be ashamed of the process which
God decreed for the perpetuation of the human race. The Bible
has no such hang·ups.
Second, I would point out that, whatever our differences of
opinion may be on this subject, I regard it as one of the three or
maybe four most sacred events in all of history. I therefore treat it
with great reverence. And I question whether it is that sacred to
you, since you seem happy to use it so cheaply just to score a
point.
Having said that, after all of your many references from extracanonical works-not one of which mentions sexual intercourse as
the means by which Jesus was conceived-you insist that we believe that sexual intercourse was the means by which Jesus was
conceived. WeU, that is your conclusion. But what do the noncanonical references you quote actually say? The closest thing to
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an official source is the excerpt from the Encyclopedia of Mormonism-whic h was in fact citing James E. Talmage, whom yo u
had already quoted. What are you trying to do here? Prove your
case by repeated assertion? Anyway, this is how you quoted the
encyclopedia , which quotes Talmage: " It is LDS doctrine that
Jesus Christ is the ch ild of Mary and God the Father, ' not in violation of natural law but in accordance with a higher manifestatio n
thereof. '" Knowing LDS doct rine, I of course knew that already.
But I will now explain something to you that you clearl y do not
know.
In my Bible Dictionary, under the headi ng " Miracles," we
find the following statement:
Miracles should not be regarded as deviations from
the ordinary course of nature so much as manifestations of divine or spiritual power. Some lower law was
in each case superseded by the action of a higher. (emphasis added)
You see, it is the doctrine of the Church of Jesus Christ of
Latter-day Saints that all miracles-note that, all miracles-are
" not in violation of natural law but in accordance with a highe r
manifestation thereof." That is, we don't know how they happe n,
but the fact that Jesus changed waler into wine was a hi gher
manifestation of natural law, not a violation of it. The same with
feeing the five thousand, walk ing on the water, cal ming the storm,
heal in g many, even rai sing the dead- all were hi gher manifestations of natura l laws that are presen tl y beyond our compre hension . So when Talmage, McConkie, or anyone e lse says that the
concepti on of Jesus happened "nOI in violation of natural law but
in accordance with a higher manifestation thereof," he is describ ing it in terms that we always use when speaking of miracles.
Now it seems obv ious to me that a hi gher manifestation o f
nmu ral law means somethin g signifi cantly different than a usual
manifestation. The usual way that a child is conceived is by sex ual
intercou rse. We wouldn't need a "hig he r manifestation" of the
laws of ge net ics if Jesus were conceived in the ordinary way,
wou ld we? Somehow- and none of us claims to know how- the
Father introduced hi s genetic material into the body of Mary. And
since both male and female DNA were present, this was ipso facto
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an instance of sexual reproduction, as scientists define the term.
So you don't need to indulge in any prurient lillie speculations
beyond that. When you say Ihal "they [i.e., various General
Authorities and others] are teaching that Elohim. God the Father,
had sexual intercourse with Mary, resulting in her pregnancy and
the birth of Jesus Christ" (p. 215), you are presenting your own
conclusions. That is what their words suggest to your mind. I' m
sorry, but you are not an authority on the doctrines of the Church
of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. Your conclusions are not
binding on me or anyone else. You can entertain them if they
entertain you-I suppose some people might find them entertaining-bul I don't accept them.
Another conclusion that I reject in this case is your claim that
"In Mormonism all you can say is that she [i.e., Mary] was a virgin at the time of conception" (p. 215). Actually, in Mormonism,
we say that Mary was a virgin at the time of the birth of Jesus.
That is what we say, b\.!cause that is what we believe. You can deny
that fact until you are blue in the face. but it won't change
anything.
I see no need to rehash the issue of "polytheism"-we have
been over that ground already, except to say that you do not understand Latter-day Saint thought on the subject. Jesus is God. But
Jesus is not his own Father. Therefore the Father is someone
else-someone who is also God. That is our doctrine. If that is
polytheism, then the New Testament is polytheistic.
You also claim, at the end of a rather long argument about
Christ's creative activity, that "if Christ were the Creator of all
things, then He would be the only true and eternal God. That is
what the Bible teaches, but it is not what the LDS Church teaches"
(p.219).
The Bible teaches that Jesus is "the only true and eternal
God?" Really? Then what about his Father-the one whose voice
was heard from heaven on occasions when Jesus was present (see
Matthew 3:16-17; 17:5; Mark 1:10-11; 9:7; Luke 3:22; 9:34-35)
and who Jesus himself said was "greater than" him (John 14:28)1
Doesn't he count?
The fact is, as I mentioned previously, that we certainly do accept that Jesus is the creator of all things-read again Moses
I :31-39 for the fullest exposition of this doctrine.
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Which brings me to the last point I wish to make. f apologize
if my tone has been somewhat brusque, but many people would
legitimately fee l that a letter like yours would deserve no reply at
all. At one part of your letter you said:
I was caught uuerly flat -footed one day outside of the
west gate of the LOS temple in Salt Lake during the
General Conference. A tall man, about fifty years of
age, came striding across West Temple Drive. I could
tell he was in a hurry, but in my best tracting style I offered him a gospel tract. (p. 215)
am forced to wonder-just what did you think you were
doing handing out tracts outside Temple Square during conference? Please understand- I have no problem with the idea that
yOll or anyone else mi ght want to try to proselyte us; proselytin g
is the prerogative of all believers of every stripe. If you believe
thai you are followin g Christ, then you cannot ignore the injunction of Mark 16: I 5, which says, "Go ye into all the world, and
preach the gospel to every creature."
The problem I do have is twofold: first, selective, targeted
proselytin g is predatory in nature. It actually di sobe,Ys that injunction. because instead of preaching the gospel to every creature, you are preachi ng only to those who hold spec ific beliefs of
which you di sapprove.
Our message is the same for all: lew and gentile, Christian and
Muslim, Buddhist, Hindu, agnostic, atheist, and pagan. Except
where legal or other constrai nt s are placed on us by others. we
sim pl y in vite all to come unto Christ. We do nOI carry an arsenal
of pamphlets tearing down the specific beliefs of others, for Ihat is
not ou r mi ss ion. We arc not "ant i" anybody, just as l esus and
Paul and Alma weren't "ant i" anybody. We simply share the
good news of the restored gospel.
The second problem is that, by waylaying the Saints on their
way to conference, you are interfering with our right to worship
the Lord without bein g molested. I know that you would resen t
anyone targeting Baptists in like manner. Let me share an ex.perience with you.
In my last area, we met a rea ll y sweet widow. She wa<; Baptist
and as kind-hearted as anyone you cou ld hope to meet. She was
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very receptive to the gospel, too. Well, we gave her the first fi ve
discussions. She was reading the Book of Mormon, and each time
we visited her she would tell us what she had read and how much
she had enjoyed it. She was looking forward to being bapti zed,
but then one day we came by and she looked really unhappy.
" I'm sorry. Elders," she said. "You are such nice young boys,
but I can't be baptized. My pastor said that if I join your church,
I' I! bum in hell, and none of my Baptist friend s will ever speak to
me again. I' ve really enjoyed our talks. and I'll keep reading the
Book of Mormon."
Well . naturally we couldn', let it go at that. We asked her to arrange a meeting with her pastor in her home . The pastor showed
up with The God Makers book and some other pamphlets from
the "Ex·Monnons for Jesus" outfit. I said to him, "What do yo u
know about those guys?" He said , "They are sincere Christians
who reach out in love to their Mormon ne ighbors." I told him,
"Those sincere Christians picket temple open hou ses. If someone
were to picket your Baptist church, would you think they were
sincere Christians?" The pastor turned red and started to splutter,
but the lady said, "1 wouldn't want anything to do with people
like that! " The pastor tried to say that it was "d iffere nt ," but she
asked him to go. She said, " I know what a real Christian is, and
I'm getting baptized at the Second Ward chapel a week from
Saturday!"
Well. he cursed us in the name of God and left. She was bap·
tized. sure enough . Some of her Baptist friend s did stop talking to
her. but not all of them did. and she made new fri ends in the
Second Ward.
The point of the story is that, just like that lady, I know a real
Christian when I see one, and I will never see one distributing
negati ve literature at an LDS place of worship; just like you will
never see one distributing negative literature at a Baptist place of
worship. That's just not something real Christians do.
You've read the Bible. and I presume not just the parts that
support you r interpretations. I'm sure you've read Acts 19. So
tell me: can you visualize Paul and his companions outside a
Temple of Diana, handing out pamphlets entitled, "Why Diana·
Worshipers Will Bum in Hell"? Or is it much easier to visualize
Demetrius the silversmith handing out anti·Christian pamphlets at
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a Ch ri stian meetin g place? I know which see ms more reali stic in
my mind .
Well, it is now time for me to close. I have met a number of
people who were more or less antagonistic to the churc h. You are
the first actively proselyting anti-Mormon I have met. I'm so rry
that you were not what you pretended to be.
I hope that you will seriously consider your actions. If yo u
truly believe that you are in God's service. then you must believe
that he does not need decei tful and manipulative misreprese ntation on hi s be half. [ hope you will not let yourself be blinded any
longer by the anti-Mormon propaganda that you are spreading.
May the Good Lord be merci ful and forgive you for opposing his kingdom.
Your fri end.
Elder Hahn
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Letter 12A: From the Mission President
Dear Mr. White,
First, Jet me introduce myself. My name is A. Thad Marvin.
and I am the mission president for the Church of Jesus Christ of
Latter·day Saints in this mission. 1 am writing to you because I
have become aware that you have been corresponding with a
number of missionaries here. The four elders and one sister missionary have shown me the letters you have sent them. I notice
that apart from the salutations and small talk those letters are
essentially identical to each other. Despite their friendly lone, I
have no hesitation in regarding them as anti-Mormon in their
content.
Our missionaries are sent forth as lambs among wolves (see
Luke 10:3). They have little experience of the world and its dangers, and they do not know the kinds of people they can meet. My
role is to oversee them and to teach them how to avoid the perils
that the adversary will cast around them.
Al! but one of the missionaries indicated that you asked to
meet with them privately, without their companions present. You
did this after they explained to you that the mission rules require
them to stay with their companions at all times. If you knew what
the mission rules were, why did you try to get the missionaries to
break them? They all know that a true friend will respect their
standards and not try to persuade them to do something they are
not comfortable with. I'm sure that is what your church tells its
Protestant youth. And by this, the missionaries now know that you
are not truly their friend.
I notice from your letters that you use a familiar ploy in trying to persuade them to meet with you alone. "If you really believe that you are doing God's will, you will come and talk to
me" (p. 171) ran the argument in one of your letters. That is familiar, because someone else used the same argument once: "If
thou be the Son of God, command that these stones be made
bread" (Matthew 4:3) . Just like that tempter, you are trying to
challenge the missionaries' testimonies, so that they will feel like
they have to do what you say in order to prove something to you.

WHITE. Lt.TrERS TO A MORMON EUJER (MCGREGOR. SIIIRTS)

26 1

If you are in any doubt as to wh:lI conclu sions I draw from this,
please read John 8:44.
I am aware of the activities of certain kinds of organ izat ions
popularly ca lled "c ult s"; by thai term I do not mean every religion 1 disagree with, as some do. I refer to those that target yo un g
people and separate them from their fam ilies and the ir support
structures. My mi ss ionaries are away from their homes and
families; their support structure largely cons ists of their co mpanions and their leaders, inc luding myself. So when I see you
trying to separate missionaries from their companions, I wonde r
what you mi ght be trying to achieve. Do you think they wi ll be
more vu lncrilble alone? Do you think that if you persuade them to
do somethin g contrary 10 the mission rules they will be unable to
report it to me? Do yo u hope to weaken the c hannel s of com mu nication that protec t the m from predatory indiv iduals?
You projec t a very nice fleecy coat, Mr. White. But I can see
the wol f hair underneath.
For these reasons, and for others, whic h I will not go into in
thi s [eller, I wou ld ask you now 10 refrain from making furth er
contact with the mi ssionaries . I am also placing your name and
address on a li st of people whom the missionaries are not to contact. This list inc ludes people who have phys ically threatened th e
missionaries or made overt advances toward them.
If you wish to have debates by mail with so meone, I can re fer
yo u to people who are well qual ified 10 deal wilh your claims an d
arguments. But, considerin g your level of educat ion, I feel that
you may look upon ou r you ng missionaries as soft targets. Perhaps you should pick on someone your own size in terms of edu cat iona l attainments.
Elder Hahn, with whom you have exchanged the largest number of lellers, has been transferred to anot her area of service. Th is
is the normal practice after a mi ss ionary has served in an area for
a number of months. He and I have discussed the matter and have
agreed thai, shou ld you continue to wrile to him, your correspondence will not be forwarded to him. We will retain it at the mi ssio n
home and give it to him at the time of hi s re lease, if he so desires.
In closing, I would like to ask you 10 not harass any of our
miss ionaries any further. They are not here to provide idle
amuseme nt for you, but to proc laim the gospel of Jesus Christ.
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The)' are sent fo rth to " Ieslify and warn the peopl e"; the ir calling
is nOI to be tau ght , but 10 teach. Afl er they return home they are

entirely at liberty to learn all they wish about whatever oth er
churc hes they so desire. but during thei r missions they need to
remain focused on th eir high and holy calling.
Yours faithfull y,

A. Thad Marvin
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Letter 12B: Elder Hahn Returns
Dear James,
I am writing this to let you know that I have completed m y
mission and returned home . After being transferred from the area
where we met, I served in three other areas. I want to tell you that
having to deal with your arguments and objections was truly a
growing experience for me. The additional prayer and study I had
to do helped to strengthen my faith greatly and made me a far
more effective missionary.
I have known some e lders whose first meet ing with an antiMormon shook them up some. That wasn't the case for me; your
leiters advance much the same arguments as othe r anti-Mormon
literature docs, but they do not carry the same kind of malice. It
did shake me up a little when I found thal you had written very
similar leuers to a number of other missionaries; that made it seem
as though you were following some kind of fo rmula. Bu t what
shook me up more than anyt hing e lse was learning. from your
twelfth leiter, that you were an actively proselyting anti-Mormon.
I ca n' t pretend that you did no harm at all. You di stracted me
when I was about the Lord's e rrand. I shou ld have had the wisdom to say to you, as Nehemiah did to San ball at and Geshem the
Arabian: " ( am doing a great work, so that 1 ca nnot come down;
why shou ld the work cease, whilst I leave it, and come down to
you?" (Nehem iah 6:3). And when you gave me a ll the antiMormon stuff you dredged up. I should have responded, "T here
arc no such things done as thou sayest, but thou fe ignesl them out
of thine own heart" (v. 8).
Just one more thing before I fini sh: my mission presiden t
showed me the letter you sent him, and a copy of the letter he sent
you. It was a little bil funny, but a lot more sad .
I have to disagree wi th one thing my mi ssion pres ident wrote.
He sa id that because of your level of education, you should rcally
find a similarl y educated Latter-day Saint to debate with. I think
he put it somet hing like " pi c k on so mebody your own size." I
disagree. I think thaI, al the midd le of my mission, I lVas yOllr size.
I had half a computing degree and fifteen months of mi ssio nary
experience; with a little he lp from my relatives, I cou ld hold my
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own against your several degrees and five languages. It isn't hard
to tell which side the truth is really on, is it?
James, you led me to believe you were my friend. You
weren'!. I have many friends who are not members of the church;
1 have no friends who are actively opposed to the church. or who
make a career oul of attacking my beliefs. That's not what real
friends do.
But I will pray for you anyway.
When I was released. my mission president gave me Ihe letters
you sent to me after I was tran sferred. It really should n' t be necessary to tell you that they were handed to me unopened. havin g
not been tampered with in any way. I have decided to answer the
rest of them, in order to bring some closure to thi s matter.
Therefore, my reply to you r thirteenth letter is enclosed. I will
reply to the other four over the next four weeks. I don't know if
you will read my replies, or even if you are interested in what I
have to say. Reading over your letters again, they seem to be little
more than pamphlets with a salutation at the top and a signature at
the bottom. But I feel that they need to be answered- and you
need to be answered, if only to leave you without excuse.
Yours truly,
Steve Hahn
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Letter 13: The Real Atonement
and the True Priesthood
Dear James,
I mu st say that, once again, you have shown the most amazing
ability to complete ly fai l to see the obvious. You quote lob
38: 1- 7 and insist that the questions God is putting to Job are rhetorical. Then you come out wi th this sweeping statemen t: .. S a
when God asked Job where he was when 't he morning stars sang
together. and all the sons of God shouted for joy' Job had no answer because he waslI't there!" (p. 224).
That exclamation point seems like an attempt to carry the argument by force, since the glaringly obvious fact that you are
miss ing is that if Job reall y wasn't there, the question wou ld be
trivially easy to answer. Actually, the easy and natura listic assumption to make is that we come into existence at the mome nt of
concept ion, or birth , or somet ime in between; if God's quest ions
to Job are actually hard quest ions, then the answers must not be
accessib le by makin g easy and natu rali stic assumptions.
You have taken it upon yourself to warn me "about 'i mporting' human concepts in to tmy1 understandi ng of God, such as
understand ing 'person' in human terms" (p.225). Yet you have
failed e ntire ly to provide a sati sfactory alternative mea ning for
that word. The same goes fo r beillg. Your analogy that "rocks
have be ing, but they are not personal" (p. 225) is not at all useful.
A rock is an inanimate object; if you split it in half, you have two
rocks. What then, are there now two roc k " be in gs"? O r do all
rocks share one gigantic " metabe in g"- thc ultimate essence of
all "rod ness"? Or are you, in thi s case, si mpl y using the word
being as a way of saying that the th ing ex ists? The rock " i s,"
therefore it is being a rock, therefore it is a rock be ing. Is that
what you had in mind? If it is, then you have equi vocated, since
we clearly mean somethin g else when we speak of a living
being- such as a cat or a man, or God or God's son. Your arg ument that "The re is one being of God, eterna l and infin ite, yet
there are three Pe rsons who share that one being" (p.225) is
something you have asserted a number of times, but you have
merely asserted; not one of the scri ptural passages you have c ited

266

FARMS REVIEW OF BOOKS 1111 (1999)

in support of your notion has come anywhere near substanl iating
thaI.
But the subt itle of your letter is "The Atonement of the Lord
Jesus," so I would like to focus on that. And I find that, in yo ur
now well-established style, you have chosen first to altack and undermine ou r beliefs before coming around to your own. I think I
know why you do that, too.
I must say that you have worked mighty hard to minimize the
importance of grace in Latter-day Saint thought. You have pi cked
and chosen your sources- mostly noncanonical- very carefu ll y
to attain this end. Therefore let me begin by redressing the imbalance. I refer to Doctrine and Covenants 45:3-5. These arc the
words of Christ:
Listen to him who is the advocate with the Father,
who is pleading you r cause before himSaying: Father, behold the sufferings and death of
him who did no sin , in whom thou wast well pleased;
behold, the blood of thy Son which was shed, the blood
of him whom thou gavest that thyself might be
glorifi ed;
Wherefore, Father, spare these my brethren that believe on my name, that they may come unto me and
have everlasting life.
Note that there is no mention at all of our merits or goodness;
the blood of Christ is all that we have in ou r favor. The Savior's
only argument in our behalf is his sacrifice, and nothing else.
I don't see the sense of your argument about the atonement.
Blood that was forced from the Savior's pores was certainly shed,
and I fail to see why you presume it was not.
You have used Elder Packer's talk, "The Mediator," somewhat more responsibly than others have. But you assume too
much. We do not "somehow continue to owe the debt of sin even
after our 'salvation '" (p. 227). That was the whole point of Elder
Packer's parable; the original debt was paid in full. We owe a new
debt to him who freely gave hi s si nless life for us. Gratitude demands it even if nothing else does. And the gloriou s truth is that
the Savior does not ask that we repay him by doing anything that
benefits him; he asks us only to do those things that, as Elder
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Packer goes on to po int out, benefit us and those around us. Consider fo r a moment the facl that Jesus gave his very life for us; al l
he asks in return is that we live in suc h a way as to make that sacrifice meaningful in our li ves. It wou ld see m a dread fu lly u nt ha nkful fait h that answered "no" to that request. And indeed, Paul
taught that the atonement was cond itional, when he said that Jesus
"became the author of eternal salvation unto a ll them that obey
him" ( Hebrews 5:9, emphas is added).
You r arguments about "blood atonemen t" are not very
orig inal. My brother has over 150 anti-Mormon books in his library that say the exact same things that you do. I should have
expected that you would trot out this wizened old chest nut. Actual ly, I am being unfair. You d id make o ne original contribution
when you claimed that typing the quotations sickened you. Well,
if typing the words of the latter-day prophets sickens you, let me
prescribe a remedy: stop typing them.
I looked up "B lood Atone ment" in my Topical Gu ide. a nd
all it says is "sec Jesus Christ, Ato ne ment thro ugh. " Not being
satisfied with th is, I looked for some more re fe rences. See what I
found:
He that leadeth into captivity shall go in to capti vity:
he that killeth with the sword must be killed with the
sword. Here is the pat ience and the fait h of the saints.
(Revelati on 13: 10)
Now while this is worded as a ge neral principle, it does see m to
be speci fi call y applied to a part icular person, who is represen ted as
the beast from the sea. So I look furt her still, and fin d thi s:
Bu t whoso shall o ffe nd one of these litt le o nes
which believe in me, it were better for him that a m ill stone were hanged about his neck, and that he were
drowned in the dept h of the sea. (Matthew 18:6)
Wow, that's gruesomc. Did it sicken you to read it , James? Or
is it all right for Jesus to say sickening things, but not his servants?
Actuall y the teachings of Preside nt Young can be quite simpl y
understood in thc light of the lega l pract ice of capital pun ishment-a perfect ly bibl ical notion. Brot her Brigham was a rgu ing
two things: first. that capital offenders ought to vo luntarily accept
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their punishment. and second . that that punishment was ultimately
beneficial fo r th em. I wou ld also suggest that he was putting a
little hellfire into his sermons-and that to an audience who didn't
believe in a literal burning hell.
h is clear, though, that the part you really object to is the idea
th at OU T own blood can save us from something that the Savior's
blood cannot. Since you have been unable to find that in any canonical source- that is, in any document accepted by the Saints as
binding-I'm sure I don't have to labor the point : such is nol o ur
doctrine. But you might consider that, to one who believes in a
loving God , as Brigham did and the Latter-day Saint s do, there
often ex.ists a need to understand divine sanctions that seem
harsh- like capital pun ish ment-as being compatible with God's
love and not counterexamples thereof. Thus the idea that a capital
offender who voluntaril y offers himse lf for punishment is making
a sincere attempt to repent and is thus pl acing himself in the way
of God's grace actually emerges as q uite an enli ghtened one, and
not at all barbarous or "s ickening." Except, of course, to those
determined to find fault.
But it is also clear from the scriptures th at there are some sins
fo r which there is no forgiveness . Consider the following passage,
wh ich you you rse lf c ited:
Wherefore I say unto you, A ll manner of sin and
blasphemy shall be forgiven unto men: but the blasphemy against the Holy Ghost shall not be fo rgiven
unto men.
And whosoever speaketh a word against the Son of
man , it shall be forgiven him: but whosoever speaketh
against the Holy Ghost, it shall not be forgiven him,
ne ither in this world, neither in the world to come.
(Matthew 12:31-32; see Mark 3:28,29; Luke 12:10)
You tried to explain away this very passage by a quite ex.traordin ary argument. You claimed that while the blood of Christ
sl ill could atone for the sin the Savio r describes. in fact il won '[
because the person who co mmils it can no longer repent. Your
actual words were:
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The . . . unpardonable sin is not one Ihat by its
gross severil y is beyond the reach of the atonement o f
C hrist-it is unforgivable becau se of the position it
places the sinner in, one from which he cannot, and will
not, ever cry for forgiveness. (p. 239)
There are two vast problems with thi s argument. First, it is
logically absurd to argue that Christ's atonement has power to
save a class of sinn ers whom it actually and always fail s to save.
Your claim was that "'t here is no sin th at is beyond the atoning
blood of Chri st, no si n so hei nous, so evil, that the blood of Christ
is insufficient to brin g about forgiveness." But you have a lso admitted that the blood of Christ never will save those who commit
the unpardonable sin . Thi s is equivalent to a mother arguin g with
a sc hool princi pal that her son deserves an A on a test becau se
even though he didn'r answe r any of the questions correct ly, he
nevertheless could have-he just didn't want to. The proof of th e
child's knowledge was in the performance, and by the same token.
the proof of the power of the atonemen t is actually in whom it ca n
really save-not whom it cou ld theoretica lly save.
Second. the above quotation fl atl y contradicts your belief that
sa lvation is unco nditional. I refer to your statements that say:
The death of Jesus Christ on the cross acco mplished atonemen t. We agree on that. Bul what does
atonement mean? How arc we to understand thi s?
Briefly, the Bible uses a number of terms to describe
the effect of the death of C hri st. Some of these terms
include forgil'ene.u , righteousness (or justification), redemption, reconciliation, and propitiation. It tcaches
that these things flow necessari ly and sure ly from the
work of Christ. What do I mean by this? I mean that the
deat h of Christ actually accomplishes the forgiveness,
justifi cat ion, redemption, and reconciliation of those
for who m it is made, without allY outside cOllsidera tiom', The death of Christ is not "i nco mplete" wi thout
the add iti on of "othe r works" such as yo ur own acts
of obedience, The sacrifice of Christ is not de pendent
upon Steve Hahn or James White for its effectiveness.
(p . 232)
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And laler in your letter, you said, "A ll those fo r whom C hrist d ied
are by that action saved, and cann ot possibly fail of receiving
eternal li fe" (pp.239-40).
In simple terms, according to you, Chri st d ied to save a spec ific g roup o f people. Those people arc the reby and therefore

saved, and that is the end of the matter. Their salvation is not in
any way de pendent on anythi ng that they might do or leave un done. If th is belief is true, then all those who have been e lected to
be saved will be, whether or nol they ever "c ry fo r forg i ve ness"
( p.239). Thus it wouldn' t matter if they committed the unpa rdonable sin and became incapable of repenting, because they
don't need to repent- they' ll be saved anyway.
But, if your argu ment abo ut the " re fo rmed view" is correct,
those who are not of that elect group won' t be saved no matter
what sin s they do or don't co mmit, or ho w much they try to re pent. Th us you r doctrine fl atl y contradicts the Savior' s teachi ng,
si nce o n the one hand those who m he has dec ided to save will
certainl y be fo rgiven the blasphe my aga in st the Ho ly Ghost, while
o n the othe r hand those whom he has not decided to save won' t
ever be forgiven of any sin o r blas phemy, however tri vial. Clearl y,
the gospe l of James White is not the gospel of Jesus Chri st.
But to move along: not only do you simpl y mi sunderstand th e
Latter-day Saint doctrine of the atonement, and not only do yo u
ho ld contrad ictory and inconsiste nt ideas of your own about the
atoneme nt , but you have also completely misunderstood the doc trine o f the priesthood.
First, you make the complete ly erro neous cla im that "we have
seen a lready, of course, that Joseph did not claim to ho ld th e
priesthood until after the fo undi ng o f the Church in 1830"
( p.243). In fact "we have seen" nothing of the sort. I have gone
bac k over your letters and cannot even fi nd where you have
proved that claim. All I can find is the assertio n that " As Dav id
Wh itmer pointed out clearly in his book An Addrel'S to All Believers ill Christ, S mith had developed the concept of the ' priesth ood '
after the fo unding of the C hurch in 1830" (p. 126) .
Perhaps nobody ever told you, but assertion is not proo f. And
in fact Whitmer at that time, an e mbittered apostate with an a x. to
grind, did lI o t claim that Joseph S mith " had developed the concept of the ' priesthood ' after the fo und in g of the Church in
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1830." He actua lly claimed that Joseph had introduced what
Whitmer called " the error of high priests" (Whitmer, AddreJJ,
49); in hi s view the ch urch was authorized to have o nl y elders.
priests. and teachers. because of hi s erroneous belief that "t h e
Church of C hrist of o ld had in it on ly" those offices (ibid., 60).
But note thi s-he was quite convinced that those priest hood
offices were leg itimate.
Apart from Whilmer, the on ly evidence you ever c ite was to
show that the curren t version of Doctri ne and Covenants 27 is not
the same as the firs t published vers ion in 1833. And yet that first
version certainly did men tion the priesthood. as did a number of
other revelations.
But don' t just take Joseph's word for it. The October 1834
edition of the Mel"Unger and Advocate published a letter from
Ol iver Cowdery wherein he related some of his own ex periences
while assisting with the translation of the Book of Mormo n-including bei ng orda ined to the priesthood by the resurrected Jo hn
the Baptist. This letler is reprinted on pagys 58 and 59 of the Pearl
of Great Price. I in vite you to stud y it at your leisure. Oli ver
Cowdery, although at one lime excommun icated from the church,
always mainta ined the reality of these cxperiences and ult imately
returned to Ihe ch urch at thc end of hi s life. And his testimony
utterly destroys your borrowed "t heory of evolutio n."
You contradic t yourself all over the place in this letter. For example, you corrcctly point out that the law of Moses is no longer
in force, but you quite inconsistently demand that ordination to
the Aaronic Priesthood must fo llow the Mosaic pattern , set down
in Lev iticus. Why s hould this be the case? The priests of the line
of Aaron he ld the priesthood by right; we receive il by ord inalion,
under the d irection of the Melch izcdek Priesthood. which. as
Hebrews 7 plainly poin ls out, is the higher of the two. And in any
event. Hebrews 7:12 expl ic itly slates that the Aaronic Priesthood
has changed; why then, do you insist that it must be the same?
You also claim that "Jesus Ch ri st is ou r only high priest, and
anyone claim ing to be a ' high priest' is usurpi ng His posit ion,
Hebrews 7:26-28" (p. 245). (I do not see why you fee l a need to
put single quotation marks arou nd every Latter-day Saint term,
such as high priest and priesthood. ThaI seems rather gratuitous
and insulting to me.) In any event, I have read Hebrews 7:26-28
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very carefully, and it absolutely does nor say that "anyone
claiming to be a 'high priest' is usurping His position ." That is
eisegesis of your own.
The same goes for your idea that "the work of Christ on the
cross" somehow disposes of the Aaronic Priesthood (p. 246). I
believe that you are simply arguing from self·interest here; since
your church does not have the priesthood. you can't afford for it
to be important, because for you it is lost beyond recovery.
In the middle of your misrepresentations of our teachings on
the atonement you slipped in the following statement:
The concept that there could possibly be any more sac·
rifices by the ' priesthood' is so far removed from bib·
Iieal teaching (note the entire argument of the book of
Hebrews), and so foreign to the Christian mind, that it is
difficult to fully grasp what I have just presented above .
(p.232)
This was in reference to a statement that the day will come when
the sons of Levi will offer again an offering unto the Lord in
righteousness. I don't mind at all that you disagree with it-that is
certainly your prerogative, but is it truly that difficult an idea to
grasp? Or are you protesting too much? Surely your imagination
is up to visualizing thal.
Perhaps you do not realize that the statement you quoted
(from History of the Church, 4:211) is followed only two sentences later by a statement explicitly clarifying that the law of
Moses would not be restored .
Your arguments about the Melchizedek Priesthood are sinking. I expected you to trot out the old evangelical standby that
"unchangeable" in Hebrews 7:24 really means "intransmissab le." And yet the whole argument of Hebrews 7 is a contrast
between the Aaronic and Melchizedek Priesthoods; note that the
Aaronic Priesthood was now changed (v. 12) but the Melchizedek
Priesthood is unchangeable. That' s the clear contrast. Arguing, as
you do, that the Aaronic Priesthood was ended and the Melchizedek Priesthood is intransmissable is not at all meaningful.
Furthermore, when you assert (without support) that "no one
but Melchizedek and Christ has ever held" (p. 246) that priesthood, you fail entirely to notice thai there were, in fact, others who
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held the priesthood but who were not descendants of Aaron.
Amo ng these were Jethro (see Exodus 3: I) and King Dav id (see
2 Samuel 6: 14, 17- 18). Since Jet hro in particul ar was al ready a
priest before the Lord spoke to Moses, what priesthood did he
hold? Not Aaron's. Are you proposing another order of the
priesthood that nobody knows about?
And what of the apostles? We know that they did not offer
sacrifices. But they did have a vital au thority in spiritua l matters.
We read:
Now when the apost les which were at Jerusalcm
heard that Samaria had received the word of God, they
sent unto them Peter and John :
Who, when they were come down, prayed for them,
that they might receive the Holy Ghost:
(For as yet he was fallen upon none of them: onl y
they were baptized in the name of the Lord Jesus.)
T hen laid they their hands on them, and they re·
ceived the Holy Ghost. (Acts 8: 15- 19)
Now there are a number of notab le things about thi s passage.
First, the Holy Ghost did not fa ll upon the new converts until affer
they had had the apost les' hands laid on them. Second, the
apostles had to come in person 10 perform the ordi nance-they
cou ldn't do it long distance. This is clearl y an important ordi·
nance, and at that period in the churc h, onl y the apostles had the
aUlhorilY to pcrform it. Phi lip, though a mighty miss ionary who
was on the spot and had authority to baptize, cou ldn't do it.
So the question is- what do we call this authority the apost les
held? Thi s authority to perform ordi nances that cou ld call down
the powers of heavcn? Please explain just why we should refuse to
accept the obvious answer- that it was the priesthood, specificall y
the Melchizedek Priesthood.
Yours tru ly.
Steve Hahn

274

FARMS REVIEW OF BOOKS 1111 (1999)

Letter 14: Salvation ...
Dear James,

Your letter on salvation has made for interesting reading. Were
it not for the somewhat barbed and pointed remarks you keep
making about the doctrines of the Church of Jesus Christ, I cou ld
probabl y let it go by with a simple acknowledgment that I had
read it and that I appreciated knowin g what you believe. But it is
you who has made our correspondence into a contest of the ri val
doctrines, and so you cannot complain that I respond in kind .
First. the bulk of your letter is made up of seven passages of
scripture and your co mmentary on those passages, which you
cl aim show that God saves whomever he chooses, because he has
thus chosen, without any action or response on their part. This is
your theory of "absolute sovereignty"-that not only does
God's grace make salvation possible, but it also makes it unconditional for some and unattainable for all others. I shall return to
this later in my leiter.
Your seven passages of scripture (actually you cited more, but
the ones which made up the " perfec t number") were Ephesians
1:3- 12; 2 Thessalonians 2:13-14; Matthew 11 :27; John 6:37-39,
44-45; 2 Timothy 1:8-9; Romans 8:29-30; Roman s 9:10-24.
Against those seven passages, a total of thirty-seven verses, I
have found quite a number of passages that say entirely the opposite. I cou ld easily marshal seven times seven passages without
even raisi ng a sweat, but I will stick to just ·seven.
The first of these is Matthew 5-7, also known as the Sermon
on the Mount. Have you ever wondered, if the essence of being a
Christian is to believe the ri ght theology, why the burden of Jesus'
own teaching was always ethical and behavioral? Or why, if being
saved was dependen t onl y on God's irresistible will, Jesus kept
insisting that his followers should do things, and that they would
be saved thereby? Consider this from chapter 5:

But I say unto you, Love your enemies, bless them
that curse you , do good to them that hate you, and
pray for them which despitefull y use you, and persecute you;
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That ye may be the c hildre n of your Father which
is in heaven : for he maketh hi s sun to rise on the evil
and o n the good, and sendcth rain on the j ust and o n
the unjust. (Mall hew 5 :44-45)
O r thi s, from chapter 6:
But when thou doest alms. let not thy lert ha nd
know what thy ri ght hand doeth :
That thine a lm s may be in secret: and thy Father
which seeth in secret himse lf s hall reward thee open ly.
(Matthew 6:3-4)
O r thi s, from chapter 7:
Judge not, that ye be not judged ,
For with what judgme nt ye judge, ye shall be
j udged: and with what measure ye mete, it shall be
meas ured to you agai n. (Matthew 7: 1- 2)
And again, also from Matthew 7:
Therefore whosoever heareth these sayings of
mine, and doeth them, I will liken him unto a wise man,
whic h built hi s house upon a rock :
And the ra in descended, and the flood s came, and
the winds blew, and beat upon that house; and it fe ll
not: for it was founded upon a rock.
And everyone Ihal heareth these sayings of mine,
and doeth the m not, shall be likened unto a foo li s h
man, whic h bu ilt hi s ho use upon the sand :
And the rain descended. and the floods came, and
the winds blew, and beat upon that house; and it fell :
and great was the fall of it. ( Matthew 7:24-27)
With your quotations you prov ided approximately five words
of exp lanat ion and com mentary fo r every word of sc ripture. I
don't need anything near that much. 1 will simply point out the
obvious- that we wilt fall if we do not fo llow the Savior's teachings; we will be judged as we judge others; God will reward us for
what we do; and we become the ch il dre n of God by doing god ly
things. Jesus said all this, not me.
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The second passage is from Matthew 18. The Savior had just
related the parable of the unmerciful servant. We pick up where
Iha! servant's lord has just learned what the servant did:
And his lord was wroth, and delivered him to the
tormentors, till he should pay all thai was due unto
him.

So likewise shall my heavenly Father do also unto
you, if ye from your heans forgive not every one his
brother their trespasses . (Matthew 18:34-35)
Again, this passage needs little commentary. Jesus taught that
his Father would treat us as we treat others. That's a little different
from the idea that God will simply claim us anyhow because he so
chooses, isn't it?
The third passage is also from Matthew, in chapter 23:

o Jerusalem, Jerusalem, thou

that killest the prophets, and stonest them which are sent unto thee, how
often would I have gathered thy children together, even
as a hen gathereth her chickens under her wings, and
ye would not! (Matthew 23:37)
Note here the plain and undeniable statements that are made:
Jesus "would " have gathered Jerusalem "often," but Jerusa lem
wasn't cooperating and "wou ld not," and so it didn't happen .
Whatever kind of absolute sovereign God is, he certainly allows hi s
subjects to make meaningful choices---choices that have consequences and choices that even he respects.
Now I could quite easily fill my quota of seven passages from
Matthew alone, but r am not a single-author Bible reader. Contrary to your claim, I know of no Latter-day Saints who "have an
almost 'an ti-Paul' attitude" (p.255)-but I do know of some
Protestants who seem to take more notice of Paul than they do of
the Master he served.
But Pau l was not entirely given over to the doctrine which you
have taught, as my fourth passage shows. For in I Corinthians 6
we find:
Know ye not that the unrighteous shall not inherit
the kingdom of God? Be not deceived: neither forni-
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cators, nor idolaters, nor adulterers, nor effem inate, nor
abusers of themselves with mankind,
Nor thieves, nor covetous, nor drunkards, nor revilers, nor extortioners, sha ll inherit the kin gdom of God.
( I Corinth ians 6:9-10)
Note that Paul does n't say that fornicators, idolaters, adulterers, and so forth, will be "made righteous" whilst continuing in
their sins. He says that unrighteous ness of these kinds will d isqualify people from inheriting the kingdom of God.
Further, in J Timothy 2 we find our fifth passage, which reads:
For thi s is good and acceptable in the sight of God
ou r Sav iour;
Who wi ll have all men to be saved, and to come
unto the knowledge of the truth . ( I Timothy 2:3-4)
Paul seems to believe--or so he told Timothy-that God wants
"all men to be saved, and to come to the knowledge of the tr uth. "
But we know that doesn't happen. does it? It seems that even Paul

recognized limits on God's sovere ignty. Perhaps those limits are
se lf-imposed- God voluntaril y refra ins from imposi ng hi s will
upon mortals- but clearly not everything works out the way he
would like it to.
I have used Hebrews 5:9 already, so you know what it says.
I do want to introd uce just one more from Paul. In 2 Timothy 4
we find :
I have foug ht a good fight, I have finished my
course, I have kept the faith:
Henceforth there is laid up for me a crown o f
righteousness. which the Lord, the rig hteous judge,
shall give me at that day: and not to me on ly, but unto
all them al so thai love hi s appearing. (2 Timot hy
4:7- 8)
Note that Paul's reward is a consequence of hi s havi ng fought,
fin ished. and kept. These are all ve rbs. Paul did certain things, an d
as a result, he stood to receive hi s crow n. And , he adds, that applies
to us too-if we " love hi s appearing." That's a condition, James.
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Lastly-and there are many . many more that I could use-I
come to the book of Revelation. And what do I find in c hapler

20?
And I saw the dead, small and great, stand befo re
God; and the books were opened: and another book
was ope ned, which is the book of life: and the dead
were judged out of those things which were written in
the books. according to their works. (Reve latio n 20: 13)
And so there we have it. We are judged according to O UT
works. Clearly, salvation is not the " free- for-a-few-but-deniedthe-rest" kind o f g ift that you would make it.
You go o n to some more topics. At one po int yOll make the
fo llowing statement:
He [i.e., man] "supp resses" the truth about God, and

instead worships created things rather than the Creator
himself. He engages in idolatry-the worship of anything other than the true God, the Creator of all things.
What does man worship? Anything-birds, reptiles,
beasts, even man himself. Have you stopped to think
that this would apply equally well to an "exalted m an"
suc h as the god of Joseph Smith? (p. 26 1)
Of course. One c haracteristic that sets Latter-day Saints apart
from other Christians is ou r ability to look without fear on
alternati ve points of view. I suppose thal is the consequence of
having a testimony that comes from the Holy Ghost.
But I ask you-have you considered that this would "app l y
equ all y well" to another kind of ido l? I refer to an invisible
idol-an idol not made with men's hands, but with their tongues:
a purely intellectual creatio n. Those ido laters who construct the
immaterial god from pagan blueprints and then fondly imagi ne
that they find him in the Bible, when in fact the God of the Bible
is and always was anth ropomorphic-t hose idolaters are guilty of
ignoring the Sav io r's warning: they try to cast the mote from the
eye of another before remov ing the beam from thei r own.
Now I have used up my quota of seven passages to answer
your seven. I am now goin g o n to the subject of exaltation. You
have indicated a number of times that you strongly disapprove of
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that doctrine. I a m surprised that you, a studen t of Greek. ha ve n't
heard of the o riginal Chri stian doctrine ca lled theosis, or theopoiesis. I do not intend to argue that teaching here, except to point out
some well-known passages that support it. The first is found in
Revelation 3; here the Savior is speak in g through John :
To him that overcometh will I grant to sit with me
in my throne, even as I a lso overcame, and am set down
with my Father in his throne. (Revelation 3:2 1)
This seems remarkably plain to me. Jesus overcame, and so he sits
with his Father as God. And so, jf we also overcome, will we. That
is his promise.
And now to Paul. In the eighth chapter of Romans, we read:
The Spirit itself beareth witness with our spirit, that
we are the c hildren of God:
And if c hildren, then heirs; heirs of God, and jointheirs with Chri st; if so be that we su ffer with him, that
we may be also glorified together. (Romans 8: 17)
And again , in Galatians 4 we find:
Wherefore thou art no more a servant , but a son;
and if a son, then an heir of God through C hrist. (Galatians 4:7)
We'll take these two together, since they say the same thing.
What does Ch ri st's atonement make us? According to Paul, it
makes us heirs . What do hei rs do? They inherit. What does any
son expect to inherit from his father? At least a share, if not all ,
that the father has . If that father is a king, the son stands to inherit
his royal authority. And every son, rich o r poor, inherits hi s father's name. So those whom Paul described as " hei rs of God, and
joint-heirs with Christ" are by those very words being promised
that they will inherit God's royal authority-that is, his godl y
power-and hi s name, which is God. So what will they be then?
Let us consider the words of the Savior in Matthew:
Be ye therefore perfect, even as your Father which
is in heaven is perfect. (Matthew 5:48)
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In your fourth letter you attempted to explain away the clear
import of this passage thu s:
Many LOS assume that this means that men can
become gods, yet, is this what Jesus is say ing? This text
comes from the Sermon on the Mount. In this section
Jesus is lay ing out the "k ingdom stand ards" fo r the
people of God. This section is eth ical in nature, and the
standard of perfection to which He call s us is ethical
and moral. The Lord is not add ressing the vast chasm
that separates the creature, man, from the Creator, God,
but is instead call ing us to the moral perfection th at is
God's . Such is hard ly a solid basis for teaChing that
creatures can cease being creatures and become gods!
(pp . 63-64)
I'm sorry , but while you are full y entitled to your own (p ri vate) interpretation of thi s passage, it just doesn' t wash with me.
You are, as usual, arguing from your own assumptions; we are not
"c reatures" in fact, but are "the offspring of God" (Acts 17:29)
and thus in li ne to inherit our Father'S estate.
The poin t is that "even as" means "just like. " Jesus is ac tu all y commanding us to be just like God.
The last passage I will mention is fo und in 2 Peter:
Whereby are given unto us exceed in g great and
prec ious promi ses: that by these ye might be partakers
of the divine nature, having escaped the corruption that
is in the world through lust. (2 Peter 1:4)
What do you suppose it means to be "partakers of the divine nature"? Whose nature is di vine? Isn' t God ' s nature? Whoever partakes of that nature would have to become a 101 like the One who
possesses it in the first place, wouldn ' t he?
Now we are nearing the end. I have read this letter, as I have
read all of your letters, very carefull y. And r think that I am beginning to see something that I didn't see before. Your belief
about salvation, if I understand it correctly, is that God saves
sinners. He saves them unconditionally, without wai ting for them
to do anythi ng, because he so chooses. Have 1 understood Ihi s
correctly?
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Fu rthermore, as you have told me, God never changes his
mind. That means that if he saves someone, it is because he has
always intended to save that person; nothing anyone does can ever
alter God's intentions wit h regard to saving hi m or her. Have I got
that right?
If I have, and if you are right, then it doe.{ not matter. For if
your doctri ne is correct, and if God has always intended to save
me, then he will do so even if I never accept you r doctrine, because nothing I do, or leave undone, can change hi s mind or nu llify his grace. On the other hand, if he has always in tended to not
save me, then he wi ll nol, no matter how earnest ly and si ncerely I
accept your teach ing; I could pray the "s inn er's prayer" every
moment from now until my last breath, but it would be to no avai l,
for God is so magnificently unmoved by my entreaties--or anyone else's- that he w ill llever change his mind.
Some people might find this a somewhat unlovely concept.
The idea of a God so majestically aloof that the most heartfelt
prayers of his children make utterly no impression on him at all is.
if I may be exc used for say ing so, an idea not easy to love .
But, indeed, this is the better side of thi s doctrine. For, if we
th ink it all the way through, we are bound to stumble across another one of your doctrines: that God, who never changes his
mind and whose foreknowledge is absolute, created each of us in a
conscious. rat ional act of creation.
Now, if we join the two concepts together, we are faced with
this consequence: that before he created each one of us, he knew
whether or not he was going to save us. The inescapable conclusion is that God knowingly created bi llions of human beings unto
damnation - fo r he had no inte ntion of savi ng them, and there was
no possible way fo r them to be saved otherwise. Don't you see
that, if your doctrines are believed, there is no logical escape from
this conclusion?
So I ask you: what kind of being would knowingly and can·
sc ious ly create billions of rational beings simply in order to con·
demn them to eternal misery? Is that a loving God? A merc iful
God? Or perhaps not?
As I poi nted out in response to your letters on the nature of
God: since all his creations exist as a result of his rational,
conscious decisions and are made in the fu lness of his absolute
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foreknow ledge, "you r God," if I may call him thai, is direct ly
and personally responsible fo r all the evil in the world .
On the other hand, " my God," as you are pleased to call him,
is the Father of an inn umerable proge ny of spirit c hildren. Each
of those sp irits possesses a fulness of agency-t he same underly ing freedom that God hi mse lf has. And he has taught us the way
that we ought to act, so "my God" is flot responsi ble for the independent acts of his children, any more than eart hl y parents are.
"You r God" has created bi ll ions of people in order to allow
most of the m to spend eternity in utter and inescapable mi sery.
"My God" has designed a plan whereby all of hi s children can
retu rn and live with him, if on ly we repent.
Is this perhaps why you simply had to attack the fo undat ion
of our beliefs before you got onto the subject of salvation? Was it
because you knew that your doctrine couldn 't possibly stand u p
to a fair comparison with ours? Is it always necessary to undermine a Latter-day Sa int's beliefs before offering your alternative- because your ahemat ive isn't nea rly as good?
Yours tru ly,
Steve Hahn
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Letter 15: ... And Grace
Dear James,
You seem to have a terrible proble m with Elder McConkie's
statement that "G race is granted to men proportionately as th ey
conform to the standards of persona l righteousness that are part of
the gospe l plan" (quOled on p.269). I notice, by the way, that
you sti ll refe r to this quotation as being written by "a Mormon
apostle," although of course he was noth ing of the kind when he
wrote the boo k. But r will let that pass.
This quotation seems to deeply sadden, shock, and disturb
you, so I suppose I had better spend some time on it. Although I
would just like to mention that you brought this up in what you
described as a discussion of "t he topic of justification as it is de·
fined in the Bible" (p. 267).
Now the Bible is not a dictionary and actually defines very few
o f the words it uses. But the fact is that when the quotation above
appears, you hadn 't quoted a single line from the Bible. You had
given me several paragraphs of your own unalloyed opinion ; you
had already quoted Mormoll Doctrine two times and the Book of
Mormon o nce. Then you come to the qUOlation above, and the re
is srj[( not a Bible verse anywhere on the horizon.
This is an excellent sample of your methodology, James. You
begin by announcing that you intend to tell me exactly and only
what the Bible says; then, in order to e nsure that r will see things
your way, yo u soften me up by telling me what the Bible passages
you quote are go ing to mean; your next step is to put in a
considerable effort to undermine and d isc redit the teachin gs of
the C hurch o f Jesus Christ. Finally. when you imagine that yo u
have removed ou r teachin gs from contenti on-and only thenyou bring out your teachings. As I pointed out in my last letter,
this approach is necessary for you, because if both teachings were
to be presented fairly, yours wou ld not stand a chance.
Anyway, back to Elde r McConkie's statement. All you r ex·
clamation s of sadness and disbelief seem to be an attempt to avoid
confronting the fairly obvious fact that onl y by g rantin g g race
"to men proportionately as they" obey the commandments, can
God be both just and merciful at the same time. For if, as you
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have argued previously, God simply chooses to save some and
damn the rest, the n hi s "g race" is nothing more than favoritism
and his "justice" a travesty, wherein we are condemned for bein g
what he created us to be, without ever having a c hance to be a nything else. Whereas, by giving everyone the same chance and
gra nting grace unto his ch ildren according to the ir diligence, he is
being both just because he treats us all alike and merciful because
no ne of us could poss ibl y make it without hi s help.
You make the statement that "Grace plus works is dead, being
meanin gless" (p. 269). Don't you realize that that statement is
entirely antiscriplural? The structure is an obvious and presumably conscious borrowing from James 2: 17, but the content is a
direct and irreconcilable contradiction of that passage: "faith , if it
hath not works, is dead, being alone."
You go on to argue that "personal righteousness . .. comes as
a res ult of God 's work " (p. 270). That sounds nice, but what does
it mean ? 1£ a person is righteous solely as a result of God 's (pre·
sumably irresistible) work in his or her li fe, then how can we really
call that righteousness? Is a puppet righteous because the puppeteer makes it do good th ings? Or to put it another way: if on e
computer is made to run a program to solve the probl ems of
world hunger, while another is made to ru n a program to work out
a way to eradicate everyone who isn't blond and blue-eyed, do ....e
really say that the fi rst computer is " ri ghteous" while the second
is "evil"? Of course not; the computer is a mere mac hine; it has
no moral sense and no choice. And if a person is only righteous
because God chooses to work in that person, then I respectfully
submit that that doesn't mean anything. Only if a person has a
real choice between actual alternatives can anything that person
does be counted as "righteous" or " unrighteou s."
You obviously believe that Romans teaches your doctrine,
since you rel y on it almost exclusively. Whatever happened to the
Sermon on the Mount? Nevertheless, the amount of co mmentary
you have to provide is testimony that you are not willing just to
'''step back ' and allow the Apostle Paul to present this doctrine"
as you claimed (p. 270), since Paul clearly does not say what you
want him to say without a considerable amount of editing fr om
you .
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Take. for example, Romans 4:3, which says, "For what saith
the scripture? Abraham believed God, and it was cou nted unto
him for righteousness," You offered this as part of an argu ment
that Abraham's works didn't count for anything. Yel, where do
we find God irresistibly working in Abraham's life? Nowhere,
Instead, we find Abraham choosing to exercise his own faculties
("Abraham believed God") and reaping the consequences ("and
it was cou nted unto him for righteousness"). Note well, what
Abraham did-the choice he exercised-was what counted as
righteousness for him and not what God did to him or for him.
But the biggest problem with your letter is that you have simply not understood what we believe and teach about salvati on. 1
can see that your presentation here might be quite convincing to
someone whose knowledge of ou r teac hings is slight or nonex istent, but to one who knows what he believes, you have missed
the mark at which you are aim in g.
Your little grap hic whereby you try to show that we exactl y
equate justification with good works and obedience betrays a clear
and indeed fatal misunderstanding of Latter-day Saint doctrine.
No authoritative LOS source denies the necessity of God's grace
to our salvation.
Perhaps the clearest illustration of your failure to understand
our doctrine-and indeed. of your inability to read LOS scripture
with anything resembling an open mind- is you r mistreatment o f
2 Nephi 25:23. You claim that it is an examp le of "theo logical
errors in the Book of Mormon" (p. 268) and go on to protest that
"we are not saved by grace afler all we can do, but that we are
saved by grace in .~pjte of all we have done!" (pp .268-69). I
wonder if the difference in emphasis is not as much cultural as it is
theologica l. but in any event, you have not understood the passage
correctl y. You assume that Nephi is telling us that God's grace
only comes into play after we have done all that is possible. But let
us see instead what Neph i is rea ll y sayi ng:
For we labor diligently to write, to persuade our
children, and also our brethren, to believe in Ch rist, and
to be reconciled to God; for we know that it is by grace
that we are saved, after all we can do.
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As you can see, the statement would be complete in its essentials if the last fi ve words were simply omitted. They are there for
emphasis, to make it clear that no matter what we do or don' t do,
it is still by grace that we are saved .
If we really be lieved that each work, or ordinance, or whatever

else we did added "brown ie point s" to our "score sheet" then
your criticisms mi ght have some merit. But that is not what \.\Ie
be lieve.
We kno w that our own effo rts are always inadequate to save

us. We know that we have to press forward , "relying wholly on the
merits of him who is mi ghty to save" (2 Nephi 3 1: 19), O U f own
merits are nOI part of the equati on. But we bel ieve that the Lo rd

has given us comman dments and requires us to obey them. The
ordinances are the means by wh ich he has decreed that we can
show our acceptance of the gift he offers us.
Belief is always a dec ision, and it can only ever be made by
the believer. It is, therefore, a work, even if it is a nonphys ical
work. It is onl y ever sweat-free to believe somet hing that is tri vially easy to believe-such as the fairl y obvious fact that the sky is
blue. For any belief that reall y matters, some real effort is required. If, as you seem to be saying, the ri ght belief is essential to
salvation-and you most definitely do seem to be saying thalthen the deci sion to hold that belief is a work .
Please note that 1 am not trying to tell you what you believe. I
am simply pointing out what I see as the log ical consequences o f
what you beli eve. You insist in a salvation that requires no effort at
all . The only way r can see that happenin g is if God simply picks
people to save without any reference to what they do or don' t do.
And that is in fact what you describe: God , you say, saves sinners.
no questions asked. Ex.cept the only way God will save a Mormon
sinner is if that Mormon gives up his erroneous beliefs. Do yo u
delect a sli ght inconsistency here? I'm certain that I do.
For all your belief in the overwhelming sovereignty of God,
you seem incapable of considerin g that God might regard the sin
of hold ing heret ical beliefs as any less grave than you do. Your
offi cious zeal to defe nd God-and why would he ever need defe ndin g?-reminds me of nothing so much as the medieval inquisitors who, utterl y convinced of their own personal and institu tional righteousness, could not see heretics as an ything other than
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dangerous fanatics who had to be forced to see reason. That
approach didn't work for them. And it won't work for you,
either.
You went to a lot of troub le to demonstrate "that Paul's doctrine of justification is not contradicted by James" (p.280). And
this desp ite the fact that James clearly located Abraham's ri ghteousness in his faith -directed actions. I agree that the two apostles
were not contradicti ng one anot her, simply because there is a lot
more action in Paul than you seem to be willing to accept. You
dwell a lot on Galatians 2. Paul 's controversy with Peter in that
cha pter was about the works "of the law," that is. the law of
Moses, and not any questi on of obed ience to New Testament
teaching. And, indeed, in the very first verse of chapter three, 'he
find Paul asking,"O foo li sh Galatians. who hath bewitched you,
that ye should not obey the truth?" (Galatians 3: I, emphasis
added). It has occurred to me a number of times that chea p- grace
solafidianism- the doctrine that the grace of God in Christ requires no response fro m us beyond a verbally ex pressed belief-is
a very bewitching teaching to those who want to be excused fr om
obey ing th e truth .
I don't know if you belong to that category. But whether or
not you realize it, you are clearly tryi ng to offer me the "easy
way out." Fo r when you ask me, "Wouldn't you like to exc hange
that burden of conti nuall y striving after 'worthiness' for the
worthi ness of Jesus Christ?" you are clearly pitching your offer
based on an appeal to my natural laziness . Here. you are tel ling
me, is a far less strenuous program. Yes, I agree thai it is. And if
the uni versal experience of mortality teaches us anything, it is that
in the last analysis, the eas ier program is the path of less growth.
Thanks. but no thanks.
Yours trul y,
Sieve Hahn

288

FARMS REVIEW OF BOOKS 1I1I (1999)

Letter 16: A Smorgasbord
Dear James,

In the first paragraph of your leiter you say, " I appreciate
the fact that you are really ex.amining the Scriptures and seeking
to know what Ihey really teach" (p. 283). That is true and is what
1 have always done, because the church teaches me to do so. J
should also point out that r am not relying o n my own limited
human understanding of the scriptures. but on personal revelation.
This mostly comes in answer to prayers, but it comes in vario us
ways. Sometimes it comes as I read so methin g else that is equally
uplifting and edifying-like the Ensign. The Book of Mormon,
the Doctrine and Covenants, and the Pearl of Great Price, a ll of
which are also scripture, contain a powerful additional witness, no t
onl y to the tmlll of the Bible, but also to its meaning. Some of th e
most remarkable insights into the meaning of the scriptures have
come to me in the house of the Lord, the temple. All of these
things conti nue to enhance my knowledge and understandi ng of
the scriptures.
Your own approach is not one that I can adopt. Indeed, the
problems with your approach can best be illu strated by your seri+
ous misunderstanding of the writings of modem prophets. If you
cannot understand your own conte mporaries, whose nati ve to ngue
is your own, how can you possibly understand the ancients, who
spoke only Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek?
I will return to those misunderstandings late r. Let's consider,
though, your misunderstandings of the New Testament. For ex+
ample, Paul counseled the Philippians to "work out [their] own
salvation with fear and tremb ling" (Philippians 2: 12). You responded by making two points: fi rst, that Paul was saying to work
out their salvation instead of to work for their salvatio n- meaning
that they a lready had it. I must admit that I find this a remarkably
slender argument ; when I sit down at a computer to "work out"
the so lution to a problem, it is precisely and o nly because I do not
have the solution that I need to work it out. But the obvious answer to your claim is the fac t that the work has to be done "with
fear and trembling"-something that would be entire ly unnecessary if their salvation was absolute ly assured, as you seem to be-
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lieve. In fact their salvation must still- at least at the time of Paul 's
writing-stand in jeopardy; otherwi se, there would be no cause for
them to fear and tremble. The suggestion that they should fear
and tremble makes it clear that "working out" matters very much
to their salvation .
Your second poinl was thai Galatians 2: 13 says, "For il is God
which worketh in you both to will and to do of his good pleasure." You went on to ask me (rhetoricall y, of course), "Who is
reall y doing the work, Steve?" (p. 283). Well, what docs the verse
say? It says that God is working if! them so that they would "bo th
... will and . . . do of his good pleasure." But who is willing and
doing? Those in whom God works. So the quest ion arises: is the
working of God within a person resist ible or irresistible? The answer is obviously the former : a person always has a choice whether
or not he or she is go ing to respond to that working and "y ield to
the enticings of the Holy Spirit," as King Benjamin so eloquently
puts it (Mos iah 3: 19). If it were not so, Paul wou ld have flO reason
at all to continue to ex hort them 10 do things-such as working
out their own salvation- because they would have no choi ceGod would simpl y compel them to do whatever he wanted. And
so, God does th e "workin g," but we do the sweating.
Except for one statement you made, I am not going to co ncern myself with your di scussion of Matthew 7:2 1-23, since you
simply used it as a lead-in 10 your assault on Bruce R. McCo nki e.
The exception is when you said that there would be a large gro up
of religious people whom the Lord would reject and then added,
" ) believe that nearly every LDS person will be in that g roup"
(p.284). Apart from the fac t that I find that statement personall y
insulting, I am further offended by the way you arrogate to yourse lf the prerogative of judging the hearts of men, which prerogati ve is Chri st's alone. I am most forcefu ll y reminded of your letter
in which yo u attempted to debunk the priesthood: you claimed
thai "Jesus Chri st is our only hi gh priest, and anyone claiming to
be a 'high priest' is usurpi ng Hi s posit ion, Hebrews 7:26-28"
(p. 245). Well, it happens that Jesus Christ is our judge, and so by
your logic, anyone presuming to judge others--especially with
regard to their salvation- is " usurp ing His pos ition ."
Your unprovoked attack on the late Elder Bruce R. McConkie
contains errors that would, in my estimation, be difficult 10 make
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uninte ntionall y. You claimed thai "A book had been circulating
at BYU that spoke about having a 'personal relationship' with
Jesus Christ. McConkie came to BYU to 'correct' this kind of
thinking" (p. 284).
Actually the booklet in question was 110/ simply talking about
having a personal relationship with Christ. As a missionary. I
advocated that to everyone whom I wa<; able to teach; having a
personal relationship with Christ is sound Lauer-day Saint doctrine. That particular booklet was advocating a relationship that
was inappropriate. in that it attempted to argue that worship and
especially prayers should be addressed exclusively to the Son and
not to the Father.
Consider this for a moment: there are many kinds of possible
relationships between people, but not all of them are appropriate.
Does warning against inappropriate relationships mean the same
as warning against any and all relationships? Suppose, for example, that you were to give a talk in which you said that it was inappropriate for adults to have sexual relationships with children.
Suppose further that a pedophile subsequently claimed that you
had preached against parents loving their children . Would you not
think that such a misrepresentation was a rather blatant one?
In the same way, your misrepresentation of Elder McConkie's
statements-and especially of the error which they addressedwas rather blatant. To claim that he was opposed to members of
the church having a relationship with Christ is entirely misleading,
because it is completely false. To show you what his true feelings
about the Savior really were, I refer you to the following hymn,
authored by Elder McConkie:
I believe in Christ; he is my King!
With all my heart to him I'll si ng;
I'll raise my voice in praise and joy,
In grand amens my tongue employ.
I believe in Christ-my Lord, my God!
My feet he plants on gospe l sad.
I'll worship him with all my might;
He is the source of truth and light.
I believe in Christ; he ransoms me.
From Satan's grasp he sets me free,
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And I shall live with joy and love
In his eternal courts above. (Hymlls, 1985, no. 134)
I recommend the ent ire hymn to you. It will disabuse you o f any
noti on of which you may have convi nced yourself, that Elder
McConkie was opposed to anyone having a personal re lationship
with Ihe Savior.
Your love of uninformed speculation--espec ially hostil e
speculati on-is given full rein in your trealment of the three degrees of glory. You assert, on no authority beyond you r own
opini on, that "The third word, telestial, is not even an English
word, but was created by the imagination of Joseph Smi th by
combining the fir st two letters of terrestrial with the last seven letters of celestial " (p. 286).
In reali ty, as a Greek scholar you should know that the word
teleslial points to at least two good Greek words as possible roots .
The word telos means "last," so the telestial kingdom may si mpl y
be the last kingdom, that is, last in glo ry. Alternatively, the word
leleos, the plural of which is leleales, means a disciple, or an apprentice to a master. Thi s relates well to the concept of thi s earth,
in its present telestial state, as a place of learning and probation.
The "sc rabble method" of coi ning words invariab ly produces
mere nonsense, and yet time after time Joseph Smith, with less
than one twenti eth of your education, manages to come up with
words you haven't heard of elsewhere, but which are valid. How
docs he do it? I think I know how, but since you reject his prophetic call ing, you wi ll need some better elt pianation than th at
which you have offered so far.
You treat 2 Corinthians 12:2-4 In an astonishing ly cavalier
manner. After quoting verse 2, you go on to casually announce
that "i n verse 4 , Paul identifies this ' third heaven' as ' Paradi se'"
(p. 287).
Does he? Let us quote the entire passage, and see.
I knew a man in Christ above fourteen years ago,
(whether in the body, I cannot tell; or whether out of
the body, I cannot tell: God knoweth;) such an one
ca ught up to the third heaven.
And I knew such a man, (whet her in the body, or
out of the body, I cannot tell; God knoweth;)
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How that he was caught up into paradise, and heard
unspeakable words, which it is not lawful for a man to
utter. (2 Corinthians 12:2-4)
It seems to me, as I suspect it does to most Bible readers with·
out a special case to plead, that Paul is talking about two separate
experiences, being "caught up" to two different destinations.
Your glib and apparently conscious attempt to connate the two
seems tendentious at best.
Your treatment of John 3:5 is equally cavalier. The fact is that
Jesus is natly stating that being "born of water" is a prerequisite
for salvation. Cross-referencing to Ezekiel may be interesting. but
it ultimately distracts us from the concrete reality of this teaching
of Jesus. For the Ezekiel passage in question states emphatically
that the water would be sprinkled, which cannot possibly be represented as any kind of birth. In a mortal birth, the baby is at first
entirely inside the mother's womb and then emerges totally, a
process known in the scriptures as being "born of woman." To
be "born of water" would require a similar process; the candidate
is at first entirely enclosed in water, and then emerges totally from
it. That is baptism. Furthermore, I would ask you to consider what
John tells us immediately after giving the words of Jesus to
Nicodemus. In John 3:22 he says, "After these things came Jesus
and his disciples into the land of Judea; and there he tarried with
them, and baptized."
The fact that baptism is not elsewhere called "born of water"
is a red herring. since it is clearly being called that in this passage.
And your final argument, that baptism couldn't possibly be
necessary for salvation because "this would leave God utterly
dependent upon the actions of men" (p. 288), merely makes your
own opinions the yardstick against which scripture is measured.
The simple fact is that Jesus himself, in his famous commission to
the apostles. said, "he that believeth and is baptized shall be
saved" (Mark 16: 16. emphasis added).
Speaking also of baptism, your incredibly stretched interpretation of 1 Corinthians 15:29 has the virtue of being original, so
original, in fact, that it seems highly improbable that any firstcentury Christian-including Paul-ever thought of it. You argue-desperately. it seems-that "the baptism of a young child.
for example, the day after an elderly saini of the Lord has passed
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away could be viewed as Ihe younge r person coming to ' fill ' the
position of the person who has gone home to be with the Lord "
(p. 289). I suppose it cou ld be viewed that way-but what evidence have you that the ancient Sai nts ever held such a view? Is it
your contention that all baptisms at that period were held the da y
after a death in the church? Or that those baptisms that were so
timed were so mehow classified differentl y than baptisms whose
timing did not thu s co incide? I respectfully suggest that we have
here yet another ellamplc of an el!;egetical resu lt that is informed
more by your need to make an argument against a Latter-day
Sai nt be li ef than by sound methodology.
But let us suppose that the early Sa ints did indeed think of the
baptism of a new member as replaci ng those who had died. What,
[ ask you, can this possibly have to do with baptism for the dead?
For if huper (or hyper) denotes substitution, then why can it not
mean "o n behalf of'---c lea rJ y a very meanin gful form of substituti on for another? Baptism for the dead allows a li ving Chri stian to be baptized on behalf of-that is, as a substitute for, or in
the place of-a person who had no opportunity 10 be bapti zed in
his or her own behalf.
I rea lize that my arguments are not go ing to convince you in
this matter, any more than your argumen ts have convinced me. I
will simply close my d iscuss ion of baptism for the dead by pointing ou t that no less an authority than Dummelow (i n his A Commemary 011 (lie Holy Bible, 9 19) concurs with the Latter-day Saint
view that Paul is referrin g, with approval, to an actual Christian
practice, whic h he then uses as evidence of the resurrection.
And now to your discussion of Acts 3: 21. I fee l that I can d o
no better than to quote buck your argu ment to you, and cl!; pl ain
the problems with iL You firs t quoted the verse, and then said:
This raises the. entire LDS belief that the church
went into a state of apostasy after the death of the last
apostles, on ly to be re-established by Joseph Smith in
\ 830. The phrase "the times of restitution of all
things" in Acts 3:2 1 is interpreted to refer to this restitu tion of the Churc h. In fact, as I recall , Steve, thi s
verse is used on that little " 17 Poin ts of the Tru e
Church" card that you gave me when we rlrst mel. An
el!; amination of the lellt chosen to represent this claim
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will show just how weak this argument is. Acts c hapler
3 is not in any way discussing the Church. This is seen
in two ways. First, verse 21 says that the " restitution of
a ll things" was "spoken by the mouth of all hi s hol y
prophets since the world began." As Paul points ou l
in Colossians 1:25-27, the myslery of the church was
not made known to the past ages and generations (see
also 1 Peter I: 10- 12), hence this certainly is not talk·
ing about the church. Second, the prophets spoke of
the restorat ion of Israel to its own land, and the restoration of the theocracy under David's Son. This is
what Peter is discussing in Acts 3. Besides all of thi s, I
must ask when it was that Christ returned, as verse 19
says this wou ld happen at the "rest itution of all

.hings." (p.290)
The errors in this paragraph are many. To begin with, yo u
haven't really defined what you mean by apostasy and restitution.
I'm not even certain that you have a specific or concrete concept
of church. so your arguments ex ist in a blanket of fog. LeI us define these terms, and see where we are.
First, church always and on ly refers to a specific institution,
and not to some amorphous and abstract "body of believers"; il
is a definite, centralized organization, not some nebu lo us entity
consisti ng of everyone who happens to think the same way at a
given time.
Apostasy means many things. In this context, it refers 10 th e
departure of the early c hurch from the gospe l path, and the attendant loss of authority, gifts, and lrue doctrine.
Restitution means the restoration of those things which were
lost through apostasy, that is, the authority 10 act in God's name,
the sp iritual gifts that testify to the presence of the Holy Ghost,
and the fulness of the doctrine of Christ. The last item can o nl y
come by direct revelation, for while many points of doctrine are
spel led out in the scriptures. there are many other points that are
merely alluded to. For the Bible, and especiall y the New Testament, was never intended by its authors to be a complete handbook for the building up and maintaining of the Church of Jesus
Chri st-and is there fore not suiled to be used as such.
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Now it happe ns that there are two possible readings of Acts
3:2 1. One is to read it as say ing that all the prophets since the
world began have prophesied of this restitution. The other is to
read it as say ing that the restitution wi ll reestabli sh all things which
were taught by the prophets. It is not especiall y important which
view we take, since we know for a fact that the Bible does nol
contain every word ever spoke n by every prophet.
You also claimed that "As Paul points out in Colossians
1:25-27, the mystery of the church was not made known to the
past ages and generati ons" (p. 290)-except that he points out no
such thing in those verses, since he isn' t discussing the church at
all.
So what is it that Lauer-day Sa ints speak of when we talk of
the restoration or "restituti on of all things"? We are not talking
about the church per se, jusl as Peter wasn't. We are talking about
the fulness of the gospel, with ils attendant divine authority and
sav ing ordinances. With those things, the church is a powerful instrument of salvation . Without them, it would si mply be another
bunch of people singi ng hymns on Sunday morning.
As for the return of Christ, I wonder if you understand the
meaning of Uti til, as in " he shall send Jesus Christ.. whom the
heaven must receive unti/lhe times of rest itution of all things." It
simply means "not before." When my Mom used to tell me,
"Yo u can't go 10 bed until you've dried the dishes," she didn ' l
actually mean that my head would hit the pillow the moment the
last dish was dried. What she did mean was that I had 10 dry the
dishes first. Likewise, Acts 3:2 1 doesn't actuall y mean that Jesus
will appear as soon as the times of restitution start--or are completed-but simp ly that he won't co me before then .
I nOlice with some surprise that you have fa llen back on the
o ld chestnut of using Matthew 16: 18 as a proof text for the survival- indeed, the invulnerability-of the church. It is ill suited
for suc h a purpose. The "gates of hell " (as you said, hades, the
place where the dead are detained) do not prevail against the
church when it fall s into apostasy. They prevail against the chu rch
when they are able to keep someone out of reach of its sav in g
work. In simple terms, the gates of hell prevail against every
church {hat is powerless to extend {he offer of salvation to those
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who die without hearing the gospel. But Jesus says that those gates
will not prevail against his churc h. And they don't.
Ephesians 3:20-21 is not much more helpful to your cause.
Paul's prayer, "u nto him be glory in the church by Christ Jesus
through out all ages, world without end," is exactly that-a prayer.
And if Jesus could pray in the Garden of Gethsemane that he
might be spared, and yel he was not, then what is so special about
a prayer of Paul, that the mere utterance of it guarantees its fulfillment? The church that survived , though apostate, has done its
best to glorify God, as have its offspring. If that isn't good
enough to answer Paul' s prayer, then I can only point oul that
Paul cannot compel God to obedience. History does not contradict the word of God. although it may disappoint the wishes of
Paul. Making that prayer into infallible scriptural prophecy is little
short of Bible-worship.
Thank you again for keeping you r letter brief. My final letter
will follow soon.
Yours truly.
Steve Hahn
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Letter 17: Conclusions
Dear James,

r intended to reply to your seventeenth letter. but that was
mostly small talk, and I a m now focused on strai ght doct rinal issues. It is time, therefore, to sum up our corre spondence.
As I said a number of times: if you had been willing to advocate your re ligious position on its merits alone. then we would
have had a d isagreemen t, but no quarre l. We do have a quarrel,
on ly because you have insisted on first try ing to undermine the
position of the C hurch of Jesus Christ of Lauer-day Saints. In fact.
that effort has taken up the bu lk of you r writings to me. You r
lette rs are e nough to fill a book; take out a ll the anti -Mormon
material, and they wou ld bare ly fill a pamphlet.
Your first leller showed that yo u do not understand what
Latter-day Saints mean by a testimon y. You assumed that a testi mony is just a feeling. True. we describe it in those terms. But
those who have had the experi ence of receiving personal reve lation know that il is much more than a me rc feeling. Human language is not espec ially adequate to describe th ings that are not o f
th is world. and so talking about feelings is as close as we can get. I
truly hope Ihat you some day have the ex peri ence of recciving
persona l reve lation from the Ho ly G host. Not indirectly, from a
book, but st raight fro m the source. Then you will know. Until
then, you just won't know what I'm ta lking abou t.
You have quite cons iste ntly attempted to disqualify the
c hurc h's pos iti on, rather than engage it. Your treatment of the
truth claims o f the church has been to try to dodge them, with
clever argume nts as to why they should not be taken seriously. I
would have expec ted that, if you were able to d isprove them, yo u
would have done so. I'm sure that you would have liked to have
disproved them. Your fai lure to dea l with them advertises yo ur
insecurity.
Throughout your letters, you playa rather ted ious word game.
You may call Latter-day Saints " Morm o ns" if you wish-we
won' t be o ffended . But it is dis honest to pretend that "C hri stians" make a separate category. Especially since you insist, in
so many of you r letters, that your inte rpretations are the only
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Chri stian ones, despite the fact that the overwhelming majority of
C hristians-and even a great many Bapti sts----<i isagree with you o n
a number of points. Lauer-day Saints arc dedicated followers of
Jesus . That ought to qualify us as Christians. For a great many
unprej ud iced people, it does. If that's not good enou gh for you,
then thai is a shame, but I see no reason why we should have to
conform to your wishes.
You have relied on a number of logical fallacies in your letters. C ircular argumen ts and straw man fall ac ies are present In
cons iderable num bers.
You demonstrated time and again that you hold the Bible in
higher esteem than you do the God who in spired its authors. You
argue that the Bible is translated correctl y-and then you inlroduce alternative translations when the King James Version doesn't
suit you. Don' t you think you might try [0 be more consistent?
Although you c learly believe yourself to be a C hristian, yo u
have consistently taken positions that would perplex and alarm th e
Ch ristians of the first century. In particular, you have adopted a
number of arguments against the c hurch that would be equa ll y
host ile to the primiti ve church. Many of your arguments would be
more appropriate in the mouth of a first-century anti-Christian
than a twentieth-century Chri stian .
Althoug h you have tried very hard to discredit Joseph Smith
personall y, and the church in general, you have simply fail ed .
This lends support to the conclusion that the task is imposs ible.
Your letters have been an interesting introduction to the
strange world of anti-Mormon rhetoric. But I don ' t think I will be
delving any further into that world . I don't really find it attractive.
Yours truly,
Steve Hahn

